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THE PROBATES BILL. 


The Bill to amend the law relating to Probates and 
Letters of Administration, as amended in committee, 
has now assumed the shape in which it will in all pro- 
bability be enacted. It will be, therefore, not without 
use to glance at its provisions, and to see what altera- 
tions it proposes in the existing law. Its preamble 
discloses its main feature—viz. that all jurisdiction in 
telation to the grant and revocation of probates of wills 
and letters of administration in England is, for the 
future, to be exercised in the name of her Majesty by 
one court. Its first effect, then, will be to put an end 
to the present system of prerogative, diocesan, peculiar, 
manorial, and other courts; and, in their stead, to 
substitute one Court of Probate in London, which is 
to be presided over by one judge, who is to be also 
the judge of the Court of Admiralty, when that 
office next becomes vacant. District Registries are 
to be established throughout England and Wales, in 
convenient localities, where probate and administra- 
tion may be granted in common form, in cases where it 
appears by affidavit of the person applying for the 
same, that the testator or intestate had a fixed place of 
abode within the district ; and such probate or admi- 
Nistration is to have effect over the personal estate of 
the deceased in all parts of England; but the district 
Tegistrars are not to make a grant in any case where 
there is contention, or where it appears that it ought 
not to be made in common form. In all cases of doubt, 
astatement is to be laid before the judge of the Court 
of Probate, who is to direct the registrar how to 
Proceed; or, if he think fit, to forbid further pro- 
ceeding in the matter before the district registrar, 
leaving the party applying to resort to the Court of 
Probate ; or, if the case be within its jurisdiction, to a 
county court. In consequence of the greatly increased 
operation given to local grants, a precautionary clause 

| been added in committee, requiring the district 
Tegistrar to give immediate notice to the metropolitan 
Tegistry of every application to him; and no grant is 
to be made until a certificate shall have been received 
that no other application has been made in respect of 
the goods of the same deceased person. 

Another safeguard against fraud will be a registry of 
¢aveats in London and throughout the country. Every 
caveat lodged at the metropolitan registry will be 
Notified to the registrar of the district in which the 
deceased resided, while the caveats lodged in all the 
Country registries will be communicated to London. 
The original wills are to be filed in the district Tregis- 
tries, but lists of the grants are to be furnished at least 
every month to the principal registry in London. 
County courts will have jurisdiction to decree the grant 
or revocation of probate or administration in all cases 





where the personalty is under £200 (without deducting 
anything on account of debts due by the deceased), 
and the real property is under £300, whereupon the 
grant or revocation is to issue from the district registry 
—a right of appeal to the Court of Probate being 
reserved for the benefit of dissatisfied parties. 

The Court of Probate will be invested with all the 
powers, in relation to the personal estate of deceased 
persons, which the Prerogative Court has now, but 
will have no jurisdiction in suits for legacies, or for 
the distribution of residues. In contentious matters, 
witnesses are to be examined, where their attendance 
can be had, in open court; and where parties verify 
their cases by affidavit, they will be subject to oral 
cross-examination. Following the very useful pre- 
cedent introduced into courts of equity by the 
Chancery Amendment Act, power is given to the 
judge of the Court of Probate to obtain the assist- - 
ance of common law judges; and the court is, more- 
over, to have a power which a future Chancery Amend- 
ment Act may advantageously confer upon courts of 
equity—viz. it may cause questions of fact to be tried 
by a jury before itself. It will also be able to direct 
issues to courts of law, in the same manner as an issue 
may now be directed by the Court of Chancery. It 
appears to be settled that the House of Lords is to be 
the Court of Appeal. When the Bill originally came 
before Parliament, it was proposed that the appeal 
should be to the Privy Council, which we should have 
considered, upon the whole, a more satisfactory tri- 
bunal; but inasmuch as the number of cases that will 
be brought before the final Court of Appeal will pro- 
bably bear an extremely small proportion to the mass of 
business, the constitution of that court is not a matter 
of very great moment. And after the ample discus- 
sion which has been bestowed upon that subject, in 
reference to the appeals not only from our own courts 
of common law and equity, but also from the Irish and 
Scotch tribunals, it is to be hoped that another session 
will not pass before the highest Court of Appeal in all 
these cases, and also in cases arising under the new 
jurisdictions to be created by the Probate and Matri- 
monial Causes Acts, will be satisfactorily constituted. 

The Probates Bill, as it now stands, gives to the 
proctors the monopoly of the common form business, 
and only permits solicitors to share in litigated cases ; 
but after the announcement of Mr. Malins on Monday 
evening, that the proctors were prepared, on being 
adequately compensated, to give up all their exclusive 
rights of practice, and the explicit understanding to 
that effect on the part of the Government, it appears 
now to be finally arranged that all the business of the 
Court of Probate will be thrown open to the profession 
generally. As Sir R. Bethell quaintly expressed it, 
proctors will henceforth be reduced to the level of 
solicitors, though, in all probability, the effect of their 
long experience in the business of the new court will be - 
to retain the new business, to a great extent, for some 
time in their hands. The ultimate result to the public 
will be highly beneficial. There will no longer be any 
necessity for employing two professional men to do work 
which may as well be accomplished by one. ‘The ex- 
pense and inconvenience arising from the rule as to 
bona notabilia will be abolished. Where no contention 
exists, a probate or administration in common form may 
be obtained at a comparatively trifling cost, in the 
locality where the testator or intestate resided at the 
time of his death, and they will have effect all over 
England, without any further grant from the metro- 
politan court. Original wills may be inspected on the 
spot by persons desirous of investigating their con- 
tents; and such persons will always have convenient 
and inexpensive means of resisting grants, when 
they are interested in doing so. Litigants will have 
the satisfaction of appearing before a tribunal which 
accords with the feelings and usages of the age, and 
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where there will be no cloak of secrecy offering an 
invitation to fraud. The procurement of probate and 
administration will no longer be a bugbear to the 
representatives of those whose fortunes would now be 
hardly sufficient to meet the necessary expenses of such 
a step. The County Courts will supply facilities for 
the comparatively poor; and not the least of all the 
benefits which will accrue to the nation by the passing of 
this most useful measure, will be the substitution of one 
intelligible and well organised jurisdiction, with a prac- 
tice suggested by common sense, and the experience of 
other tribunals, for the jurisdiction and authority of all 
the “ Ecclesiastical, Royal Peculiar, Peculiar, Manorial, 
and other Courts and Persons,” that now grant and 
revoke probate and letters of administration of the pre- 
perty of deceased persons in this country. 


> 
— 


ASSIGNING COUNSEL TO PRISONERS. 


From causes sufficiently familiar to all professional 
men, criminal law is at a discount in England. Little 
money is to be got out of prisoners, and less glory. 
When a pickpocket gets, as he calls it, ‘‘ into trouble,” 
his friends, including more especially the landlord of 
the public-house which he principally uses, get up a 
raffle or a subscription, and raise a couple of pounds for 
his defence. Of this peculium two of the lowest repre- 
sentatives of the two branches of the legal profession 
receive respectively 1/. 3s. 6d. and 16s. 6d.—the one 
gentleman for handing to the other a copy of the de- 
positions, and the other for trying to persuade twelve 
good men and true that the gentleman who felt ““my 
unfortunate client” too near his pocket, the policeman 
who saw him break away with the prosecutor’s watch 
in his hand, and the pawnbroker to whom he wished to 
sell it, are all the victims of an unexampled and unac- 
countable delusion. This, as our readers well know, 
is too often the prosaic version of that high function of 
protecting innocence which is sometimes ascribed to the 
profession of advocacy. That able and high-minded 
men should shrink from the coarseness, the lying, 
the contact with all sorts of petty, stupid, and 
repulsive vice which is involved in criminal practice, 
needs no explanation. Perhaps nine-tenths of the 
prisoners who enter the dock at sessions or assizes are 
guilty—certainly five-sixths are convicted ; and in a 
large proportion of cases there is really no substantial 
question at all to leave to the jury. To be much con- 
cerned in defending prisoners is not a very enviable 
reputation either for an attorney or for a barrister of 
any considerable ability or experience. It is, for the 
most part, the resource of an inferior class of attorneys 
and of barristers, who are either just entering upon prac- 
tice, or are not qualified for its higher branches. We 
must, however, admit that the subject has its important 
as well as its vulgar side. Criminal law, though in 
bad professional odour, is after all a very important 
thing ; and it must be admitted that few more dreadful 
calamities can happen to any one than the unjust loss 
of liberty, or sometimes of life. It is so grave a matter 
to deprive a man of either, that it should only be done 
with the very greatest circumspection. It is now more 
than twenty years since the law in this country recog- 
nised the theory, adopted by every other civilised 
nation, that prisoners ought to be allowed to defend 
themselves by counsel in cases of felony; but we are 
still far from having raised the practice to the level of 
the theory. Our whole conception of criminal law is 
based upon the doctrine that a trial is only a sort of 
action; and that, so long as the prisoner has fair play 
allowed him, he has no one but himself to thank if his 
defence is not properly conducted. The fact that it is 
a misfortune to the State to convict an innocent man is 
one to which our criminal procedure gives little pro- 
minence. The utmost that it will do for such a person 
is to allow him full liberty to avoid conviction. 








We have been led into these remarks by observing 
that, in no less than three recent cases of murder, the 
depositions were handed down by the presiding judge to 
counsel who happened to be present in court, with a 
request that they would defend the prisoners. One of 
these was the case of a man who shot his sweetheart at 
Chatham ; another, that of a prisoner accused of poison- 
ing his grandchild with phosphorus in Cornwall ; and the 
third was the case of the wretched Bacon, convicted at 
Lincoln of an attempt to kill his mother. In the first case 
the facts were so clear and simple, that, in all probabi- 
lity, no human skill could have produced the slightest 
effect upon the result. Of the other two, one termi- 
nated in an acquittal, and the other in a conviction, 
Let us consider whether the course taken—and it must 
be remembered that no other was open to the presiding 
judges—was just either to the prisoners or to society, 
The Cornwall case involved one of the most delicate 
scientific questions that could well occur in a court of 
justice. Poisoning with phosphorus is an incident of 
the rarest occurrence; and it was stated in evidence 
that only ten cases of the kind were on record. When 
we remember the conflict of scientific evidence which 
took place upon Palmer’s trial about poisoning with 
strychnine, is it possible not to feel some scepticism 
about the value of the testimony of a single scientific 
witness, cross-examined by a gentleman who cannot be 
presumed to have paid special attention to such subjects, 
and who was only instructed by a set of depositions 
handed to him, perhaps, a few minutes before the trial 
began? Bacon’s case, though simpler in a scientific 
point of view, was one which required the most 
cautious consideration in other respects. The ablest 
and most experienced advocate would have wished 
for time for mature reflection before he decided 
upon the line of defence to be adopted ; and legal difficul- 
ties of some complexity were involved in the question 
whether the madness of the prisoner’s wife and her 
reported confessions of guilt could be made available 
for his defence. All these questions the gentleman 
who was called upon to defend had to solve as well as 
he could on a few minutes’ warning. The possibility of 
such occurrences betrays a considerable defect in the 
administration of the law. 

We are well aware of the practical difficulties of 
remedying completely such a state of things; but we 
cannot help thinking that with care and contrivance 
considerable use might be made of a principle which is 
acted upon in France to a very great extent. Mr. 
Jones’s ‘‘ History of the French Bar,” which we re- 
viewed some time since, informs us that in France the 
governing body of the Faculty of Advocates possesses 
the right of calling upon any member of the profession 
to defend any prisoner gratuitously ; and that it would 
be considered in the last degree discreditable in any 
one so called upon to refuse his services. We do not 
see why arrangements might not be made by which the 
power of proceeding in forma pauperis might be ex- 
tended to criminal as well as to civil causes. It seems 
something more than absurd, that, whilst a man may 
have professional assistance as a matter of charity in 
enforcing a claim to property, he cannot have it ins 
matter involving life or liberty. The practice of as- 
signing counsel in capital cases shows clearly, that, on 
such occasions at least, prisoners are not considered 
competent to defend themselves; and it would surely 
be better to do systematically and thoroughly what is at 
present done most imperfectly. 

A great collateral advantage of such an arrangement 
would be, that it would give young barristers an oppor- 
tunity of enabling attorneys to judge of their powers. 
The absence of any such opportunity is a serious evil to 
both branches of the profession. ‘The existing system 
unavoidably throws criminal business into the hands of 
a low class of practitioners, whose arts, whichever branch 
of the calling they may belong to, have a strong tendency 
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to bring the calling itself into disrepute. If counsel and 
(in cases requiring the preparation of evidence) attor- 
neys were assigned to prisoners by the court, many 
discreditable scenes would cease, and the whole tone of 
the administration of criminal justice would be raised. 
A discretionary power of allowing expenses, vested in 
the court, would hardly be liable to much abuse. A 
county ought not to grumble at having to pay a few 
ounds to those who saved them from the calamity of 
anging an innocent man. 


—_—< > 


Legal News 


The eight Bills purporting to consolidate certain 
branches of the criminal law, which were introduced 
to the House of Lords only a few days ago, and were 

assed through that House with somewhat singular 
aste, were last night, or rather this morning at half 
past one o’clock, withdrawn in the House of Commons 
by the Government. They will no doubt be 
again brought forward next session, and we hope 
early enough to allow full discussion of their merits 
or demerits. Meanwhile it will be desirable for 
the law officers of the Crown to consider how far 
the Statute Law Commissioners are to undertake 
the work of amending and altering the laws which they 
attempt to consolidate. If the Bills which have been 
thus withdrawn were merely a consolidation of those 
branches of the law to which they relate, there would 
have been no difficulty, even at the last moment, in 
enacting them. 





It is now more than a month since the Equity Com- 
mittee of the Incorporated Law Society presented to 
the Council a Report on complaints of delays and 
defects in several of the offices of the Court of Chancery. 
This Report was adopted by the Council; and it was 
resolved to transmit a copy to the Lord Chancellor, 
and to solicit his consideration of it; and we believe 
that his Lordship has promised his attention to the Re- 
port. We are this week enabled to place before our 
readers the substance of this most important represen- 
tation ; and it is well that we have the opportunity of 
doing so while Parliament is still sitting, so that it may 
be known what is the opinion of solicitors as to 
the efficiency, actual and possible, of the Court, 
and what has been done and is now doing 
by them to bring about most salutary reforms. 
The Committee refer to a Report made by them on 
Dec. 2, 1851, which was submitted to the Chancery 
Commissioners, and has been laid before Parliament. 
Many of the recommendations of that Report were sub- 
sequently adopted by the Legislature ; but the most 
essential feature of it was the appointment of four 
additional judges to work out the scheme proposed, and 
this part of the plan of the Committee was disregarded. 
It is believed that experience has abundantly proved 
the wisdom of the advice thus offered by the solicitors 
in 1851, and that the obvious remedy for many serious 
existing evils is to be found in an immediate increase of 
the staff of judges. 

In the words of the Report, ‘‘the success of one of 
the greatest improvements ever made in the practice of 
the Court is imperilled by the present state of business 
in the Judges’ Chambers, and an immediate remedy 
is required.” This, be it observed, is the deliberate 
opinion of a committee of solicitors extensively en- 
gaged in business, who must surely be the best possible 
authority both as to the existence of the defect and as 
to the means of curing it. The business of the Court 
has increased largely since 1852, and it must continue 
to increase from year to year. Indeed, if the improve- 
ments now suggested, and others which will readily 
occur to the experienced practitioner, were adopted, the 
growth of business would be accelerated to an extent 





hardly calculable. The fact is, that the Court enlarges 
its functions every year in spite of the unpopularity it 
has inherited, and of the clogs which were unfortu- 
nately placed upon the working of the reforms of 1852. 
But these augmented duties have been hitherto dis- 
charged by a smaller judicial and official staff than ex- 
isted under the old system, which was so justly repro- 
bated. Before 1852 there were four judges to make 
decrees, and ten masters to work them out. Now, 
there are no masters. The judges both make and work 
out decrees. But while the business of the Court has 
increased, the number of judges remains the same. 
And further, in place of ten chief clerks of masters, 
there are now only eight chief clerks of judges. It is, 
of course, quite vain to expect that the judges can do 
the work imposed upon them; and the delegation of 
judicial functions to the clerks can scarcely have been 
contemplated by the Legislature, and certainly will not 
satisfy the suitors. We commend to the public atten- 
tion the remarks of the Equity Committee on this sub- 
ject, believing that the conclusion from them is inevit- 
able in favour of the appointment of four new judges, 
and probably also of additional chief or other clerks. 
When Parliament re-assembles the Government ought 
to be prepared to ask for the necessary authority to 
make these improvements, so that the Court of Chan- 
cery may at length emerge from the cloud of prejudice 
under which it has been so long regarded, and may attain 
the full measure of utility of which its system is capa- 
ble when not weakened by unwise arrangements. 

It will be seen that the Report deals also with the 
Taxing-Masters’ and the Accountant-General’s offices ; 
and just at this moment the complaints embodied in it 
will be echoed by many a practitioner who is feeling 
the full force of the grievances animadverted upon by 
the Committee. There can be no doubt whatever of 
the erying necessity which exists for the appointment of 
additional taxing-masters. The possibility of assimi- 
lating the proceedings of the Accountant-General’s 
office, to a very great extent, to those of the Bank. of 
England, may not, perhaps, be evident to a judge who 
has never entered the office, or to a clerk who has 
never left it; but no man of plain sense and business 
habits who looked into the question would hesitate one 
moment in his conclusion on it. 

The following is the substance of the Report :— 


The Committee, having considered a statement relating to 
the present mode of transacting business in several offices of the 
Court of Chancery, submit to the Council of the society the re- 
sult of their deliberations, founded as well on their own ex- 
perience, as on the information they have received from other 
solicitors, of whose assistance the Committee have availed 
themselves. 

The Committee beg leave to refer to the Report made by this 
Committee to the Society, dated the 2nd day of December, 1851, 
in which the defects then existing in the practice and proceed- 
ings of the court were fully pointed out, and accompanied by 
detailed suggestions for removing those defects. (Parliamentary 
Paper, No. 216, March 30th, 1852.) 

That Report was submitted to her Majesty’s Commissioners 
“for Inquiring into the Process, Practice, and System of Plead- 
ing in the Court of Chancery,” and many recommendations 
contained in it were adopted by the Commissioners, and carried 
into effect by Acts of the Legislature and Orders of Court; but, 
notwithstanding the improvements thus effected, very serious 
complaints have for some time past been made by the suitors in 
Chancery and the solicitors, in consequence of the impediments 
to the transaction of business at several of the offices. 

The Committee limit their present Report to those three offices 
which appear to them to require more immediate attention, viz.— 

1, The Judges’ Chambers. 

2. The Taxing Masters’ Offices. 

3. The Accountant-General’s Office. 

1. The Judges’ Chambers. 

In their Report, already referred to, this Committee expressed 
their opinion, that, in order to the satisfactory transaction of 
the business then proposed to be performed by the judges in 
chambers, it was desirable “That four new judges should be 
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appointed, one of whom should be attached to each of the pre- 
sent courts of the Master of the Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors, 
so that each court shall have two judges, and that each judge 
should sit three days in court and three days in chambers; so 
that the Bar would be kept employed by four judges sitting 
constantly in court; and four judges would be always sitting in 
chambers, working out (with their officers) the details of their 
cases.” 

It was with great regret that this Committee found, that, 
although the Commissioners and the Legislature adopted a plan 
by which business was intended to be transacted by the judges 
in chambers, they did not think it necessary to appoint more 
judges to do the extra work thus thrown upon them; while, at 
the same time, they gave to the existing judges a staff, which, 
though composed of most competent persons, is quite inadequate 
in strength to the performance of the duties devolving upon 
them. 

The Committee recommend that a respectful but earnest com- 
munication should be at once made to the Lord Chancellor, 
pointing out to him that the success of one of the greatest im- 
provements ever made in the practice of the court is imperilled 
by the present state of business in the judges’ chambers, and 
that an immediate remedy is required, which this committee 
unanimously consider will not be effectually attained, except by 
adopting their former recommendation of 1851, and appointing 
additional judges. 

A comparison of the present and former staff of the court, and 
of the present and former quantity of actual work done (or to 
be done), will show how inadequate is the strength of the pre- 
sent staff for the duties to be performed by the judges and chief 
clerks in chambers. 

Previously to the alterations in 1852 there were, in addition 
to the four judges, ten masters and ten chief clerks, whose 
whole time was devoted to the business of their office; at pre- 
sent the four judges, already overworked, attend in chambers 
for an hour or two only twice or three times a week, while the 
rest of the business in chambers has to be performed by the 
eight chief clerks, part of whose time is necessarily occupied 
before the judge when he attends in chambers. 

The jurisdiction now exercised in chambers comprises a great 
variety of matters over which the masters had no power, so that 
from this cause, and the great increase of the business of the 
court, owing to the improvements in its general practice and 
proceedings, and the continued accumulation of property, the 
judges in chambers and their chief clerks have to transact, with 
a diminished staff, a far larger quantity of business than de- 
volved on the masters. 

The chief clerks are most efficient officers of the court, and 
their acquaintance with details which their previous practice as 
solicitors has given them, enables them, under the direction of 
the judge, to dispose satisfactorily of a very large amount of 
business; but there are many matters now determined by the 
chief clerks, involving important questions in dispute between 
parties, and the exercise of considerable responsibility, which it 
would be much more satisfactory to the suitors and their soli- 
citors to have decided by the judges themselves. 

It should also be noticed, in considering the practice of the 
court, that although so large a portion of its business is admin- 
istrative, and not contentious, an amount of decision is con- 
stantly required to be exercised in chambers with respect to the 
suitors and their solicitors, in order to the dispatch of business, 
for which the personal authority of the judge, and means of fre- 
quent and ready access to him, are absolutely essential; and 
that it is highly important to the regularity of the proceedings 
in chambers, that the solicitors should attend as much as possi- 
ble in person, which they would do to a much greater extent 
than at present if the judges themselves could attend at suit- 
able times. 

While, however, the judges are limited to the present number, 
it is impossible to expect them to do more work at chambers 
than they do now; they have the same amount of court busi- 
ness as they had before the alterations; the chamber business 
is so much extra labour imposed on them, and the only time 
they can devote to it, is after the court has risen (about half- 
past three or four o'clock). The mind of a judge has then 
been occupied for five or six hours in hearing and deciding 
upon the arguments of counsel, and he is bodily and mentally 
fatigued; and after all, he cannot give up more than six or 
eight hours a week, which are quite insufficient for the purpose. 
The hours, too, at which the judges attend chambers (just before 
post time) are most inconvenient to solicitors, who have them- 
selves been engaged all the morning, and have to write their 
letters on the business of the day. Under these circumstances, 





it is too much to expect that the judge can devote to the busi- 
ness at chambers the energy and time that are necessary, or 
that the solicitors (who, as well out of respect to the judges as 
for the interests of their clients, would, if practicable, attend 
in person) should, except on some urgent occasions, neglect 
their daily correspondence in order to wait at chambers, as they 
are sometimes obliged to do, until six or seven o’clock, before 
the judge can be seen. 

This Committee, therefore, beg to repeat the recommendation 
contained in their Report of the 2nd of December, 1851—viz. 
“That four new judges should be appointed, one of whom 
should be attached to each of the present courts of the Master 
of the Rolls and Vice-Chancellors, so that each court should 
have two judges, and that each judge should sit three days in 
court and three days in chambers.” 

To this recommendation they would add a suggestion, that 
the judges attached to each court should be enabled, with the 
concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, to appoint additional 
chief or other clerks in their chambers, whenever the state of 
the business before them rendered such appointment necessary. 

The appointment of these additional judges would have the 
further advantage of rendering it practicable, in those cases in 
which vivé voce examinations of witnesses take place, to con- 
duct the examination before the judge who hears the cause, 
and thus remove the very serious objection, still continuing, to 
the mode in which evidence is taken vivd voce by the court. 

Another great advantage, too, would be the attendance of 
counsel in the judges’ chambers in cases of sufficient importance 
to require it. The members of the bar do not attend the chief 
clerks of the judges, but they would attend the judges them- 
selves in chambers. 


2. The Tazxing-Masters’ Offices. 

The accumulation of business in the offices of the taxing- 
masters is such, that, at present, appointments to tax bills of 
any considerable length or importance cannot be obtained 
except at a distance of several weeks. In the numerous class 
of cases in which creditors and legatees are interested, it almost 
invariably happens that the costs of the suit must be taxed, 
before the debts or legacies can be paid, and the delay in pay- 
ment caused by the time lost before the taxation can be com- 
pleted, is of the most serious consequence to the parties inter- 
ested and those dependent upon them. Towards the close of the 
offices for the vacations, it frequently happens that the taxa- 
tions are not completed in time to obtain the money from the 
Accountant-General, and the parties and their solicitors are 
kept out of their rights till the re-opening of the office. It is 
submitted that additional taxing-masters should be at once 
appointed. 

8. The Accountant-General’s Office. 

In the office of the Accountant-General an improved system 
is urgently required. There seems no reason why the suitors 
should not have their business transacted with punctuality and 
despatch equal to that with which the business of the public is 
transacted by the Bank of England. 

The contrast between the Bank of England and the Account- 
ant-General’s Office is most remarkable. Except fur four days 
in the year, and during the time when the transfer books are 
shut for the dividends, the Bank is open for the transfer of stock 
at three hours’ notice every day in the week; on four days 
without fee; on the other two days on payment of a very 
trifling fee. The Accountant-General’s Office is close shut for 
vacations, averaging 102 days in the year, of which 36 days 
are not part of the long vacation; and these 36 days occur 
at the very busiest periods of the whole year. When the office 
is open, the Accountant-General transfers stock on two days 
only in each week : he requires at least three days’ notice before 
he acts upon the order for transfer or sale of stock; and his 
clerks take two days more after the stock is sold to prepare the 
draft for the money. The result is, that the suitors have to 
wait at least five days to get business done through the 
Accountant-General, which the public, through the Bank, gets 
done within a few hours, or, at the most, in one day. The 
suitors are also subjected to an additional day’s delay and 
additional expense, in consequence of the registrar’s directions 
being required, besides the order of the court, in all cases of 
transfer or sale of stock, which, it is submitted, is a useless 
form, and ought to be abolished. A power of attorney also, 
which, if bespoken at the Bank before twelve o’clock, can be 
obtained the same day, cannot be procured from the Account- 
ant-General’s Office in less than two or three days; and at the 
busiest period of the year, when despatch is of the utmost 
moment to the suitor, a longer time is required. In addition 
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to this, the execution of the power of attorney has to be verified 
by an affidavit, while no such verification{is requisite for a Bank 
ower. 

The extent and magnitude of the business transacted by this 
office of the court is apparent from the fact that the gross 
amount of funds under its control is upwards of £60,000,000, 
that the average annual receipts amount to about £7,000,000, 
and the annual average payments to about the same sum. 

The loss and inconvenience now sustained by the suitors, 
under the present system of management, render it highly 
desirable that a new system should be introduced; and this 
object would be attained in the easiest and most effectual way, 
by converting the office at once into a branch of the Bank of 
England, and placing in it some competent persons acquainted 
with the routine of common banking, so that the business of 
the suitors may be transacted in the time ordinarily occupied 
by similar business, and (except during the long vacation, 
which it is not proposed to abolish) the days and hours of 
attendance may be assimilated to those of the Bank of England, 
a fair increase of the clerks’ salaries being allowed. 

It is at the same time submitted that the office should con- 
tinue open for at least ten days longer than at present, after the 
court rises for the long vacation—the time now allowed for 
carrying out the orders of the court for the sale or transfer of 
stock, and payment of money, after the court has risen, being 
quite insufficient for the purpose. 


The committee have had under their consideration several 
communications which have been made to them relating to 
other offices of the court; but at present they recommend to 
the council, that the suggestions to the Lord Chancellor should 
be confined to the more urgent and important matters to which 
they have referred. 





CASE OF MISTAKE AS TO IDENTITY. 

Thomas Warr Simeon was tried at the Exeter Assizes, on 
Saturday last, for forging a bill of exchange for the payment 
of 80/. 10s., with intent to defraud. 

Mr. Serjeant Kinglake and Mr. Poulden were counsel for the 
prosecution; and Mr. Collier and Mr. Coleridge defended the 
prisoner. 

This was an indictment preferred at the instance of the 
Admiralty, and created the greatest excitement in consequence 
of the high respectability of the accused. 

It appeared, that, on the 13th of May last, shortly before 4 in 
the afternoon, a person in the dress of a mate in the navy went 
into the Devonport Bank and tendered a bill of exchange, 
apparently drawn by a paymaster of the ship Vixen upon the 
Admiralty for 80/. 10s., and asked for cash. The clerk gave 
him change for it, partly in Bank of England notes and partly 
in gold. The bill purported to be certified and approved by 
the proper officers of the ship in the usual manner. The party 
received the money, and without counting it put it in his pocket 
and walked away. The whole transaction did not occupy more 
than three minutes. The bill was sent to London in the regular 
manner, and it was discovered that all the names were forged. 
There were such persons filling the different offices in the ship, 
but they were all incorrectly spelt. Information was sent into 
the country. One of the three clerks in the bank on the 19th 
of May saw a person he believed to be the one who had ob- 
tained the money going past the Bank. He endeavoured to get 
out in time to stop this person, but the door being locked, he 
was prevented getting out for some time, and the person escaped. 
On the following day, however, one of the clerks and a mes- 
senger of the bank, accompanied by Mr. Eastlake, the solicitor 
to the Admiralty at Plymouth, and the superintendent of police, 
went on bard the Cordelia ship, lying in Plymouth Harbour, and 
the clerk and the messenger picked out the prisoner as the per- 
son who had brought the bill of exchange. The prisoner was 
called into the captain’s cabin, and toldwhat the charge against 
him was; he instantly denied all knowledge of the matter, 
and declared that he did not even know where the bank was, 
and had never been in it. The prisoner was searched, but 
nothing of consequence was found upon him. He was at once 
taken into custody, and was then taken to the bank, and the 
other clerk immediately declared that the prisoner was the per- 
son who had been at the bank. None of the witnesses had ever 
seen the prisoner at any other time. The two bank clerks and 
the messenger now stated it to be their belief that the prisoner 
was the man; they had little doubt about it. It turned out 
that by some means a great many of these bills of exchange, 
the greater portion of which are printed, had been obtained 
from the waste-paper office of the Government, and several of 





them had been presented in London and other parts with all 
the names forged. The present bill was said to be a very 
clumsy forgery. A curious circumstance was stated during the 
trial. A master in the navy, who was called to prove that one 
of the names was a forgery, stated that last Wednesday even- 
ing he was introduced to the prisoner at Exeter, and on the 
following morning he stopped the prisoner, and asked him if he 
had not breakfasted that morning at the New London Inn. The 
prisoner declared he had not done so; but the witness said, he 
was positive he had, and so positive was he, that he would have 
sworn that he was the person until the actual gentleman was 
pointed out to him, and he then saw the mistake; that person 
he now pointed out in the court, and he certainly very much 
resembled the prisoner. 

Mr. Collier, in his address to the jury, pointed out the danger 
of relying too much upon evidence of identity when the party 
had only been seen for three minutes, and where there was 
nothing to attract the attention of the witnesses at the time. 


. The learned counsel also related a circumstance that had occur- 


red to himself only last week, when a gentleman had met him 
in London, and referred to a conversation which he said he had 
had with him that afternoon. Mr. Collier told him he had not 
seen him before that day. The gentleman still persisted that 
the conversation with him had taken place, but he assured him 
that at the time he referred to he was dining in the House of 
Commons with four members of Parliament. The learned 
counsel then said that on the present occasion, most fortunately 
for the prisoner, he should be able to show most clearly that he 
could not have been in the bank at the time, and that he was 
perfectly innocent of the crime imputed to him. 

The son of Sir Francis Collier, Mr. Cardale, and Mr. Wogan, 
all midshipmen in the navy, were called, and they accounted 
for the time at which this offence was committed, and clearly 
showed that Mr. Simeon was with one or other of them 
from 3 o'clock till past 4 in the afternoon of that day, making 
it clear that he could not have been at the bank. Other wit- 
nesses were also called, who corroborated these gentlemen, and 
clearly proved the innocence of Mr. Simeon. 

Verdict, “ Not Guilty.” 

Every one appeared to be perfectly satisfied with the result, 
and of the innocence of this young gentleman. 

Messrs. Eustlake, of Plymouth, conducted the prosecution, 
and Mr. Elsworthy the defence. 





We understand that James Coppock, Esq., has been appointed 
to the treasurership of the Kent County Courts, vacant by the 
death of the late W. F. A. Delane, Esq.—Globe. : 

The Lord Chief Justice of the Court of Common Pleas has 
appointed Mr. Daniel Dunnett, solicitor, Uttoxeter, to be a 
perpetual commissioner for the county of Stafford for taking 
the acknowledgment of deeds by married women. 


——_—_- —_>-___- ——_ 


Recent Decisions in Chancery. 





Crepirors’ Surr—FutTure Dest—Ca tts. 
Wentworth v. Chevell, 5 W. R. 743. 

This suit was instituted by creditors for the administration of 
the estate of a person who was the holder of shares in the 
Norfolk Estuary Company. After the usual decree, calls were 
made by the company. In the Master's report, no provision 
was made for the payment of future calls. The only question 
of importance in the cause was, as to these future calls, whether 
provision ought to be made for their payment before the dis- 
tribution of the testator’s estate among the simple contract 
creditors. It was scarcely disputed that the calls which had 
been made were specialty debts. “With respect to the claim 
for future calls,” said V. C. Kindersley, “it was remarkable 
that no reported case could be found in which the Court had 
made provision for future calls. The principle was this:—If 
there was a debt due, but not payable immediately (as against 
creditors), the Court would make a provision for it as a debitum 
in presenti solvendum in futuro; but if there was a liability to 
pay under a certain contingency, the Court made no provision 
for such a debt, but distributed the fund amongst the simple 
contract creditors, without waiting to ascertain whether the 
liability would ever accrue. The true rule was laid down in 
Read vy. Blunt (5 Sim. 567).” In Read v. Blunt the testator 
had entered into a covenant with the plaintiff, for securing to 
him an annuity for his life, and had executed a warrant of 
attorney as a further security, but judgment had not been 
entered up. The plaintiff asked that the executors might be 
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ordered to set apart a sufficient portion of the assets to answer the 
future payments, the annuity not being in arrear. The Vice- 
Chancellor of England refused the relief asked, upon the ground 
stated above. ‘The executors,” said his Honour, “may, by 
law, the day before an instalment of the annuity becomes due, 
apply the whole of the assets to pay the simple contract debts. 
The case of a bond is different; for, when the condition is 
broken, the whole penalty is due.” 

Hawkins v. Day (2 Ambl. 803) is a well-known authority to 
the effect that payment by an executor of simple contract debts 
before breach of condition is good; and Lord Hardwicke there 
observed that the rule had then been established for above a 
hundred years. “If a conusor or obligor die,” said his Lord- 
ship, “ leaving simple contract debts, and the covenants are not 
broken, and consequently no debt accrued upon a breach, it is 
a good administration to pay simple contract debts.” If the 
company in which the testator held shares were being wound 
up by the Court under the Winding-up Acts, and the executors 
were placed on the list of contributories, it has been held 
(Robinson’s Executors’ Case, 5 W. R. 126), that the calls made 
by the Master or the Chief Clerk would not constitute a spe- 
cialty debt, even though the calls which might have been made 
under the deed executed by the testator would have been so. 
This case, however, though decided by the Court of Appeal, 
assisted by common law judges, was acquiesced in by both the 
Lords Justices, with great doubt and hesitation. 

Strat. 6 ANNE, c. 18—CEsTUI QUE VIE. 
Meyrick v. Lawes, 5 W. R. 746. 

The Master of the Rolls was moved, in this case, to make an 
order, under the above statute, for the production of a cestui 
que vie; but his Honour declined to make the order, on the 
ground that the statute gave him no jurisdiction. The statute, 
in terms, authorises only the Lord Chancellor, Keeper, or Com- 
missioners for the custody of the Great Seal of Great Britain 
for the time being, to order the production of a cestui que vie. 
There are two reported cases, however, in which a Vice- 
Chancellor has made such an order—viz. Jn re Lingen (12 Sim. 
104), and Jn re Clossey (2 W. R. 183). In the former case, 
the Vice-Chancellor of England, and in the latter, V. C. Stuart, 
entertained no doubt that they had power, under the statute, to 
make the order. It does not appear that the attention of the 
Master of the Rolls was called to these authorities, or that any 
doubt was suggested to either of the Vice-Chancellors as to 
their jurisdiction. There is no question that the statute itself 
does not enable any judge besides the Chancellor, Keeper, or 
Commissioners of the Great Seal to make the order; the juris- 
diction of the other equity judges, therefore, depends on the 
subsequent statutes, creating new judges in equity, and otherwise 
modifying the exclusive jurisdiction of the Lord Chancellor. 

Power, Execution or, BY Previous WILL. 
Cofield v. Pollard, 5 W. R. 774. 

This case follows the decision of the Vice-Chancellor of 
England, in Stillman v. Weedon (16 Sim. 26), and both are 
authorities, that, by the combined operation of the 24th and 
27th sections of the Wills Act {1 Vict. c. 26), a will, though 
made before the creation of a power, may be a good execution 
of it. Upon the words of those two sections, the contrary of 
this proposition is hardly arguable; but, taking into account 
the state of the law before the Act was passed, there is little 
doubt that it was not the intention of the Legislature that those 
sections should have such an effect. According to the autho- 
rities before the Act came into operation, a general bequest was 
not an execution of a general power, unless the intention of the 
testator to execute was shown by some reference either to the 
power itself, or to the property which formed its subject- 
matter. It would, therefore, have then been impossible, in any 
case, to have executed a power by a previous will. ‘The most 
probable intention of the Legislature was merely to do away 
with the effect of these decisions, so far as they required such 
specific reference to the power or its subject-matter, but not to 
enact that general words of gift contained in a will were to 
operate constructively as an execution of a subsequent general 
power, it being impossible that such an instrument could be an 
actual and express execution of the power, it having been made 
before the power itself came into existence. 

Bankruprcy—ORDER AND Disposirion—REVERSIONARY 

INTEREST. 
Re Rawbone’s Will, 5 W. R. 796. 

In this case, Wood, V. C., previous to the decision of the 
Lords Justices in Bartlett v. Bartlett (5-W. R. 541), had held 
that a reversionary interest was not within the order and dis- 








position clause (s. 125) of the Bankrupt Law Consolidation Act, 
1849; but after their Lordship’s decision, his Honour desired 
the present case to be re-argued before him. The facts were 
shortly these :—Mr. Rawbone, being entitled to a reversionary 
interest under his father’s will, became insolvent in 1841, and 
made no mention of this interest in his schedule. In 1854 he 
became bankrupt, and in 1856 the reversion fell into posses- 
sion, when the assignees in insolvency and in bankruptcy both 
for the first time heard of its existence. It being clear, since 
the decision in Bartlett v. Bartlett, that the reversion was within 
the order and disposition clause, the only remaining question 
was, whether it was within the order and disposition of the 
bankrupt at the time of the bankruptcy, “ with the consent of 
the true owner”’—in this case, the assignee in insolvency, 
The Vice-Chancellor held that it was not, on the ground that 
the assignee in insolvency had no means of arriving at the 
knowledge that the insolvent was possessed of the property, and, 
therefore, that he could not have given his consent to its being 
within the insolvent’s order and disposition. 


EXONERATION—LIEN FOR UNPAID PuRCHASE-MONEY. 
Hood v. Hood, 5 W. R. 747. 


The question in this case turned upon the 17 & 18 Vict. ¢. 
113, the 1st section of which enacts, that when any person dies 
seised of or entitled to any estate or interest in land, which at 
the time of his death is charged with the payment of any money 
by way of mortgage, and such person has not by his will, or 
other document, signified a contrary intention, the heir or 
devisee is not to be entitled to have the mortgage debt dis- 
charged out of the personal or other real estate of such person, 
but the land so charged shall be primarily liable to pay the 
mortgage debt. In Hood vy. Hood, there was a contract to 
purchase freehold land, a deposit having been paid. Before the 
completion of the purchase, the intended purchaser died intestate; 
and the heir at law claimed to have the unpaid portion of the 
purchase-money made good out of the personal estate of the 
intestate. The personal representative contended that the 
unpaid portion of the purchase-money ought to be treated as a 
mortgage under this Act. The only authority referred to 
was Sproule v. Prior (8 Sim. 189), which was the case 
of an uncompleted purchase, and part payment of the 
purchase-money, at the death of a testator; and the 
Vice-Chancellor of England there held, after a careful review 
of the principal cases, that the assets ought to be marshalled, 
on account of the vendor's lien for the unpaid purchase-money. 
“ The weight of authority,” said the Vice-Chancellor, “ is abun- 
dantly in favour of holding that the lien of the vendor must 
be subjected to the ordinary rule of marshalling assets.” 
Stuart, V. C., considered that the Act did not, in such a case 
as the present, prevent the payment of the purchase-money out 
of the personal estate, because it could not be considered that 
the lien of a vendor was in the same position as that of a mort- 
gagee. ‘The Act,” said his Honour, “took away a right of 
exoneration which otherwise existed; but in the case of a 
contract for sale, all that was intended was, that the purchaser 
should get the real estate, and the vendor his money.” We 
believe that Hood vy. Hood is the first decision on this point, 
under the 17 & 18 Vict. c. 113. Swainson v. Swainson (5 
W. k. 187), following the old rule as laid down in Scott v. 
Beecher (5 Madd. 95), decided, that where a mortgaged estate 
descended from one who was not himself liable to pay the mort- 
gage debt, the heir was not entitled to exoneration out of his 
ancestor’s personal estate. 

PRacticre IN CHAMBERS—CHIEF CLERK. 
In ve The London and County Assurance Company, 5 W. R. 794. 

An observation of V. C. Kindersley in this case, relating 
to the practice in Chambers before the chief clerk, is worthy 
of being noted :—“ It could not be repeated too often,” said his 
Honour, “ that, if a question arose for determination before the 
chief clerk, either party had a right to the opinion of the 
judge, even on the minutest item of account, although parties 
very wisely usually left those questions to the chief clerks, who 
were perfectly competent to deal with them. No doubt it was 
the discretion of the solicitor not to be unnecessarily dissatis- 
fied with the chief clerk’s decision, unless there were matters 
which deserved the attention of the judge himself.” Though 
there can be no question upon the construction of the Act 
abolishing the office of master and appointing chief clerks, and 
of the general orders consequent thereon, as to the right of the 
suitor to have the decision of the judge himself upon every 
litigated question that arises in any stage of the suit, a different 
notion has been growing up, and the practice of moving before 
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the judge in Court was beginning to be considered the regular 
course, not merely to vary the chief clerk’s certificate, but 
on interlocutory matters. In the present case, Kindersley, 
Vy. C., refused, with costs, a motion that a director of the com- 
pany now being wound up, either should answer a certain ques- 
tion which had been put to him in chambers, or stand com- 
mitted for contempt. ‘The solicitor of the director requested 
that the examination might be adjourned before the Vice-Chan- 
cellor in chambers, but the chief clerk concurred in the sugges- 
tion of the other side, that the matter should be decided in 
court. 


ane me — 


Cases at Cummon Law specially Interesting to 
Attorneys. 


TAXATION oF Costs—DisrrisutiveE Issues. 
Treherne v. Gardner, 5 W. R., Q. B., 817. 

In this case, an important question arose as to the principle 
on which costs (as between party and party) are to be taxed 
by the Master, where, there being a distributive issue, the 
verdict in respect of each item sued for is in favour of one side; 
but where, nevertheless, the opposite party has, to a certain 
extent, succeeded in opposing the claim or defence. It was an 
action brought to recover from the defendants (the lord and 
steward of a manor) certain sums alleged to have been over- 
paid by the plaintiff on his admission as tenant of the manor. 
The declaration was on the money counts, and to the whole of 
them was pleaded the single plea of “ never indebted ;” on which 
issue was joined. At the trial a general verdict was taken for 
the plaintiff by consent, subject to the opinion of the Court on 
a special case; and ultimately it was referred to a Master to 
say how much the plaintiff was entitled to recover. In the 
result the plaintiff recovered something in respect of each item he 
had claimed in his particulars of demand. The Master, how- 
ever, allowed costs to the defendants where certain of those 
items in respect of which the plaintiff did not recover the 
whole of what he had claimed: and it was to review the taxa- 
tion made on this principle that the present application was 
made to the Court. 

It was urged, on behalf of the plaintiff, that the defendants, 
not having had a verdict in respect of any portion of the de- 
mand, were not entitled to any costs, inasmuch as the taxing- 
master had no authority to split the verdict. It was the same 
thing as if, on an action brought for £50 as the price of a horse, 
the defendant should be allowed a proportion of the costs of the 
issue if a verdict for £30 only should be recovered. On the 
other side, s. 75 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, 
was mainly relied upon, enacting that all pleas and “ other 
pleadings ” capable of being construed distributively shall be 
taken distributively, it being insisted that the word “pleadings” 
included counts in a declaration. It was also urged, that, in- 
dependently of that section, several issues were, in fact, raised 
on a general plea of “never indebted” to a declaration of money 
counts by which a variety of distinct items were claimed. 

As to the 75th section of the Act, however, the Court said it 
was inapplicable to the case before them. ‘They held it to be 
confined to pleas and the subsequent proceedings, and not to 
include the declaration ; and they referred to and adopted the 
observations on this point made by Jervis, C. J., in Gabriel v. 
Dresser (24 L. J., C. P., 81), where he said “ the 75th section 
of the Act was intended to meet the difficulty which previously 
existed of dealing with such pleas as payment and set off.” 
Independently, however, of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
the Court proceeded to give judgment in accordance with the 
principle adopted by the Master in taxation, on the authority 
of the well-known ease of Cousins vy. Paddon (2 C. M. & R. 547), 
in which, for the first time, an issue on the plea of “never 
indebted” was deemed to be distributive, and a verdict for part 
of the amount claimed entered for the plaintiff, and a verdict in 
respect of the residue for the defendant—supported by the 
more recent case of Welby v. Brown (1 Exch. 770). The 
general principle laid down by the Court was, that it must, in 
each case similar to that now before them, be ascertained by 
the Master whether any and what distinct costs have been 
incurred as to the part of the issue found for the defendant ; 
and when they can be ascertained to have been incurred relative 
to the whole issue, to tax them to the defendant, though the 
plaintiff is entitled to the general costs of the cause. The 
Court also intimated, in reference to the objection that uo 
judgment had been given or verdict entered for the defendants 
for any part, so as to entitle them to costs, that this might be 








remedied (if necessary for subsequent proceedings) by amending 
the postea. The rule was accordingly discharged, but without 
costs. 

It may be observed, that the question whether an issue is 
divisible or not, depends upon its structure. Should a declar- 
ation, for example, allege a breaking and entering of Blackacre 
and of Whiteacre—closes of the plaintiff—and the defendant 
pleads that he is not guilty, then, on proof of a trespass com- 
mitted on Blackacre only, the jury may find the defendant 
guilty as to so much of the declaration as related to Blackacre, 
and not guilty as to so much as related to Whiteacre. (See 
Sharling v. Loaring, 1 Exch. 375.) In such a case the issue 
is divisible ; and the necessary consequence is, that the defend- 
ant is entitled to any costs he may have incurred with regard 
to Whiteacre. But if the plaintiff declares upon a special 
contract, and the contract be put in issue, he must prove it as 
laid. Here the issue is not divisible, and both parties cannot 
have a verdict. 

Computsory REFERENCE—PRACTICE AS TO. 
Master v. Hamilton, 3 Jur., N. 8., 722. 

In this case the action had been brought by an administrator 
against the manager of the deceased’s estate, under the 
direction of the Court of Chancery ; and on the ground that 
the question involved therein was one of a disputed account 
only, application was made to a common law judge to 
refer it to a Master under the compulsory arbitration 
clauses of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854. The Judge 
refused to make the order, thinking he had no power in a cause 
sent by the Court of Chancery to be tried at law, in the ordi- 
nary way, before a jury. And on the application for a reference 
being renewed to the Court, it was further alleged, in opposition, 
that the question involved was in reality one of law, not of 
account. Ultimately the cause was referred by consent, with a 
direction to the Master, that, if a question of law should arise, 
he should make an interlocutory report thereon to the Court, 
who would then dispose of that question; and, if necessary, 
send the matter again to the Master, that he might go into the 
rest of the account. 

PRACTICE—SEVERAL PRISONERS—ORDER OF DEFENCE. 

Reg. v. Holman and Poplett, 3 Jur., N. 8., 722. 

Some time ago we noticed the case of Reg. v. Thomas § 
Harris,* in which Mr. Baron Channell gave in his adherence 
to the alleged rule of practice in criminal trials, that the prisoner 
who happens to be first named in the indictment should be 
first called on to make his defence. It appears, however, by 
the above case, that the judges are not at harmony on this 
point; for, at the close of the case for the prosecution, the 
Chief Baron called on Poplett (who happened to be defended 
by counsel) to make his defence; and, on remonstrance, said, 
“T do not subscribe to that imaginary rule. Is the order of 
defence to be determined by the caprice of the person who draws 
the indictment ?” 

Breacu or AGREEMENT TO REFER—APPLICATION FOR STAY 
or PROCEEDINGS. 
Lury v. Pearson, 1 C. B., N. S., 639. 

A charterparty (between the plaintiff as owner, and defendant 
as charterer) contained the following stipulation—viz. that any 
question or difficulty which might thereafter arise out of that 
charterparty should be decided by arbitration. And it was, by 
the same charterparty, agreed that the defendant should effect 
certain insurances on the vessel chartered to be the property of, 
and to be delivered to, the owners. In accordance with this 
clause, certain policies on the vessel were effected in the names 
of the defendants’ brokers. On the voyage, the vessel was 
lost, ‘and the plaintiffs claimed delivery to them of the policies ; 
but the defendants refused, in consequence of their brokers 
claiming a lien on them. On this an action had been com- 
menced to recover damages for such non-delivery ; and an 
application was now made to the Court for a stay of proceed- 
ings, under the 11th section of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854, which allows that course to be taken, where, in any 
instrument in writing, the parties thereto having agreed that 
any existing or future differences between them shall be referred 
to arbitration, any of them shall nevertheless commence an 
action against any of the rest in respect of the matters so agreed 
to be referred, but only allows such stay where the court or 
judge is satisfied that “no sufficient reason exists why such 
matters cannot or ought not to be referred.” 

It was now urged, on behalf of the plaintiff, that no question 





* Vide supra, p. 330. 
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or difficulty had arisen between the parties out of the charter- 


party ; and that, if it were, it was not a case in which the Court | 


would compel the plaintiff to refer. There was no suggestion 
on the other side that there was any defence to the action; 
whereas, in Mussell vy. Pellegrini (22 L. T. 
which the Queen’s Bench had stayed proceedings on a similar 


application, and which was relied on by the defendant—the | 


action had been brought on a charterparty by the shipowner 
for the freight, and a cross action had been brought by the 
charterer for damage alleged to have been occasioned by the 
vessel being unseaworthy. 

The Court ultimately declined to interfere, and refused the 
rule which had been moved for. 


seed $< 
Professional Lntelligence. 


GENERAL ORDER MADE IN PURSUANCE OF “THE 
JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES ACT, 1856,” s. 100. 


The Right Honourable Robert Monsey Lord Cranworth, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, doth hereby, in pur- 
suance and execution of the powers to him given by the 
“Joint-Stock Companies Act, 1856,” and of all other powers 
enabling him in that behalf, order and direct that the following 
fees shall be paid in manner hereinafter mentioned in respect of 
proceedings taken under the Third Part of the said Act for 
winding up a company in the Court of Bankruptcy. 

1. That the vellum, parchment, or paper upon which every 
document enumerated in the schedule to this rule is written or 
printed, shall bear the stamp duty set opposite to such docu- 
ments respectively in such schedule, and having the word 
“Bankruptcy” impressed upon every such stamp; provided 
that where any such document shall consist of more than one 
sheet, only the first sheet thereof shall be impressed with such 
stamp. 

SCHEDULE. 
£82d. 
Every petition to any Court of Bankruptcy in England by a 

creditor or contributory for the winding up accompany ... 10 0 0 
Every order of the Court of Chancery for winding up a com- 

pany which shall direct the subsequent proceedings for 

winding up the same to be had in any Court of Bankruptcy 

in England ... 10 0 0 
Every application for ‘search for petition, ‘or other proceeding 

(except search for the appointment of any ed or 


meeting) 010 
Every allocatur by any officer of ‘the Court ‘for any costs, 
charges, or disbursements; where any such bill of costs shall 

not exceed £5 an eee -o O 1 6 

Exceeding = and not exceeding £10 026 

” : . 0 5 0 

” 30 Re 30 eee ose ow O7 6 

a 30 53 BO? see ew ce DUO 

a 50 se 100 015 0 

<5 100 a 150 pee 100 

m 150 oa 200 110 0 

Pa 200 ES 300 ove ~- 200 

9 300 a 500 ae 30 0 

500 ... ooo 5 00 


. That the official entieinn, or " official liquidators, of each 
company shal], before the audit or passing of his or their 
account, pay into the Bank of England to the credit of the 
Accountant in Bankruptcy to the account intituled “the Chief 
Registrar’s Account,” the following per-centage on the gross 
produce from time to time received by him or them of the 
estate of such company, or the calls made on the contributories 
thereto, that is to say :— 


£5 d. 

Upon the first aed of gross ees not exceed- 

ing £500 ... 5 0 Oper Cent. 
Upon all further moneys of such’ gross pr oduce above 

£560, and not exceeding £5,000 .38 00 ss 
U pon all further moneys of stich gross produce above 

£5,000, and not exceeding £ £10,000 ... ese 210 0 
Upon all further moneys of sueh gross produce above 

£10,000, and not exceeding 20,000... o 100 * 
Upon all further moneys of such gross produce above 

£20,000, and not exceeding £30,000 oe O10 0 
Upon ‘all further moneys of such gross Produce above 

-_ 000 as O50 , 


That there ary ‘be ae to the rtawaee registrar of the 
Court of Bankruptcy, London, the following fees, that is to 
say :— 


Sed 


For every sitting or meeting under each geen or order for 


winding up a company ove 010 0 
For the registry of every such sitting or meeting. eee oo 0 0 6 
For every search out of office hours in the house — 

office, except by order of a commissioner eee ow © 1 0 


4. That all such fees shall be payable by the same persons 
and at the same times, and shall be in all respects applied, and 
shall be subject to the same practice and orders as fees of a 


121)—a case in | 


| similar character taken in poreantte proceedings in the Court of 
Bankruptcy. 


August 1st, 1857. (Signed) 


| 
| bakes lm ess 
| Correspondence. 


Cranwortu, C, 


DUBLIN.—(From our own Correspondent.) 
AssisTANT BARRISTERS AND County CourT JUDGEs. 


By the wise policy of the early sovereigns of England, during 
whose reigns Ireland was annexed to the British empire, the 
legal system of the annexed country was in all respects assi- 
milated to that which had so long prevailed across the Channel. 

It was then an acknowledged truth that to promote uni- 
formity in the administration of justice, was one of the surest 
methods of uniting and consolidating the empire. Accordingly, 
we find that the Courts at Westminster had, very soon after the 
invasion of Strongbow, their exact counterparts established 
on the banks of the Liffey. In later years, when equity 
had grown up into a perfect system, we find the Courts of 
the Chancellor and Master of the Rolls existing at Dublin, 
in exact imitation of their English prototypes. Now, the 
question arises, why was this salutary practice abandoned? 
Why is one rule adopted for England, and another rule for 
Ireland ? 

That uniformity in the administration of justice should cease 
to be practically regarded, now that one and the same Legisla- 
ture presides over both kingdoms, is not the least remarkable 
view of the question. It is, however, the fact, that the 
“Union,” instead of promoting this uniformity, as might 
naturally have been expected, seems to have had the contrary 
effect. Year by year the constitution and practice of the 
various courts of justice seem to vary more from the original 
English models. 

On the present occasion, we intend to advert to one only of 
the many illustrations that might be adduced in support of our 
statement as to the increasing dissimilarity of English and Irish 
tribunals; and that is, the state of the county local courts, 
The English county court system, under which a judge, whose 
time is altogether devoted to his judicial duties, performs 4 
monthly circuit of all the chief towns in his districtt, has appa- 
rently worked well; and, with some trivial amendments, it 
might become perfectly satisfactory. This system has now been 
in full operation for more than ten years, and can no longer be 
called an experiment. Supposing, then, that, because of its ex- 
perimental character, it was at first applied to England only, is 
there, we ask, any good reason why, after its success has been 
established for so long, it should not now be extended to Ire- 
land? It will be necessary to state here what is the existing 
system of local courts in Ireland. There is for each county (and 
for each moiety of the two largest counties—Cork and ‘'Tip- 
perary) a functionary chosen from among barristers of seven 
years’ standing, appointed by the Lord Lieutenant, and deno- 
minated the “ assistant barrister,” who presides at the quarter 
sessions, and has civil, as well as criminal, jurisdiction, within 
the limits specified by the various statutes regulating the office. 
To this system it is not difficult to discover three grave objec- 
tions :—In the first place, the public have a right to demand 
that such a court should sit more frequently than once in three 
months; once a month would not be too often for the purpose. 
Secondly, the appointment resting with the Lord Lieutenant, 
the office becomes more of a political than a legal office, and is, 
in most instances, filled up by hangers-on of the Government for 
the time being, rather than from the ranks of the working 
lawyers. Thirdly, there being in Ireland no well-defined dis- 
tinction between the common law and equity practitioners, it 
becomes highly objectionable in principle that the judge of a 
county court should continue to practise, and should be able to 
receive to-day as a client the individual who will to-morrow 
appear before him in court in the character of a practitioner. 
The “assistant barristers” do not, it is true, practise at the 
assize towns on their own circuits; but this is a very partial 
and ineffectual remedy to the evil suggested, and it does not 
prevent what we have known to occur—briefs in Chancery 
cases being sent by attorneys practising at sessions to the 
assistant barrister who presides at those sessions. 

We are far from asserting that the “ assistant barristers ” are 
asa body unqualified for judicial office, or that among their 
number there are no highly accomplished and eminent lawyers; 
for on the list are found the names of O'Hagan, Henn, Major, 
and Lynch—all ornaments of their profession—together with 
the names of several other less distinguished, but still highly- 
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qualified, men. At the same time, we are bound to state, that 
many of the number are wholly unknown to the profession, and 
have never practised at all in the four courts, however familiar 
their faces may be to saunterers in the “Park,” or to frequenters 
of the drawing-rooms at the “Castle.” Would it be tolerated 
in England that any “ man about town,” through political or 
aristocratic connection, should be appointed to a well-paid judi- 
dial office, the whole business of which required a sitting but 
four times a year ? 

The remedy which should be applied will at once occur to 
the minds of your readers. The judge of the county court 
should sit here, as in England, every month; and his salary 
should (if necessary) be increased, so as to enable him to give 
up all other business. Above all, the appointment should no 
longer rest with those who are necessarily unable to form a 
judgment as to the capabilities of the various applicants for a 
vacant judgeship; and who, as a matter of course, will often 
degrade the office by filling it up from political considerations. 
The power of nomination should be given to the Chancellor, or, 
perhaps, in preference, to the three chiefs of the common law 
courts; and we might then confidently look for good appoint- 
ments. One other alteration should be recommended. We are 
utterly unable to discover why seven years of nominal practice 
at the bar should be essential to qualify for an office requiring a 
knowledge of law, and requiring, still more, habits of business 
and common sense. It is an insult to the whole body of soli- 
citors that they are excluded from the local judgeships; and 
we strongly recommend the Incorporated Law Society of Dublin 
to take up this question in earnest, and never to let it rest until 
they have procured a repeal of the invidious clause which dis- 
qualifies many of the ablest men in Ireland from holding offices 
for which they are peculiarly fitted. 





EDINBURGH.—(From our own Correspondent.) 


It is truly mortifying to a Scotchman to read the reports of 
the proceedings of the Incorporated Law Society, as given in 
your journa}, and to observe the business-like manner in which 
it watches over the various important interests involved in the 
gradually increasing changes upon the existing system of law, 
which is the peculiar feature of the present times. 

If Scotchmen were only aware of the constitution of that 
society, of the important position which it has acquired, and of 
the influence which it really exercises, there might be some 
hope of the various legal bodies in Scotland associating them- 
selves in a similar manner, instead of merely talking about 
doing so. 

From the report of the society’s proceedings in your last 
paper, it appears that Mr. Craufurd’s Judgments Execution Bill 
has been considered, and that the Council have resolved to sup- 
port it. For many reasons, this resolution will be received 
with satisfaction here, because it is a guarantee that the 
whole subject with which the Bill deals will be fairly 
and dispassionately considered; and it will encourage 
those who take an interest in the Bill here, and who feel, 
that, in the various discussions which have taken place 
upon it, the law of Scotland has not been fairly represented, 
to express their views upon the subject. For the feeling is very 
prevalent, that a great deal of prejudice against Scotch law, 
arising from misrepresentation, might have been cleared away, 
if a little trouble, combined with accurate legal knowledge, had 
been applied to the subject. Of course, the Lord Advocate was, 
to a certain extent, responsible for allowing much that was 
absurdly advanced to remain unanswered; but as he did really 
strongly protest against much that was maintained, it is perhaps 
only fair to believe that the accumulation of Scotch work which 
has pressed upon him during the present session, has prevented 
him from devoting the time to Mr. Craufurd’s Bill, which, in 
other circumstances, he might probably have been willing to 
spare. We shall take an early opportunity of explaining the na- 
ture and extent of the jurisdiction claimed by the Supreme Courts 
of Scotland, and the mode in which parties are convened to the 
courts, as the chief objections taken to Scotch decrees dealt 
with by Mr. Craufurd’s Bill have reference to these two 
points. 

There is one point in Lord St. Leonards’ Land Transfer Bill 
which is well worthy of notice—viz. that no lis pendens shall 
bind a purchaser for valuable consideration unless he shall have 
express notice of it before the execution of the conveyance to 
him and the payment of the purchase-money by him. This 
provision seems to be founded on a just and equitable prineiple, 

and it deserves consideration whether it should not be adopted 
in Scotland. With: regard to-Lord Brougham’s Bill we can 





only say that it would be impossible to work its machinery in 
Scotland. There may be three or four different titles to the 
same piece of land, all describing the subject in precisely the 
same way, so that the map plan would fail altogether; but 
there is probably less difficulty in England, from the circum- 
stance that a proprietor in England cannot dispose of land to be 
held of himself as over-lord, while in Scotland the process may 
be resorted to without limit. It does not appear either to be 
contemplated in England to register anything more than the 
legal title to land, leaving the various limited rights in it to 
rest upon the existing law. If this be so, it seems certainly to 
be adefect ; but it is difficult for a foreigner to understand exactly 
the nature of the various proposals. We consider it very fortu- 
nate that the whole system of registration in Scotland is under 
consideration at the very time that the subject is being dealt 
with in England: both countries will derive benefit from the 
circumstance. 

The claim which the Crown makes in England ‘to reply in 
criminal cases seems to be most unfair; and the fact that it is 
considered harsh seems to mark the general opinion on the sub- 
ject. In this respect the law in Scotland contrasts most favour- 
ably with that in England ; for here the prisoner always has the 
last word. The English rule was imported into Scotland, along 
with jury trial in civil causes; but it was found to work unfairly, 
and has been changed, the defender in all cases having the 
reply. 

REGISTRATION OF TITLE.—(From a Correspondent.) 

One of the great newspaper cries now is for a system of 
registration of title. I say ‘ newspaper,” for I do not believe 
the landowners care much about the matter—certainly not 
half so much as is represented. Depend uponit, ifthey did, they 
would themselves enter into the contest, and not complacently 
leave it in the hands of the literary gentlemen. We should 
hear of public meetings, and of the other usual modes of pro- 
ceeding by which great grievances are brought to light. The 
apathy of the landowners, then, I conceive to be a strong argu- 
ment against the adoption of a new and wntried system of 
conveyance. 

That great man, Lord St. Leonards—undoubtedly the highest 
living authority on real property law, and, as such, the more 
capable of forming an opinion on the proposed change—has de- 
clared against it ; and Lord Brougham himself, in his ‘‘ Essay on 
Gradual Legislation,” says: ‘The having once adopted a plan 
is a reason for not changing it, unless the improvement recom- 
mended appears plainly to deserve the name.” 

I also imagine that a system of registration would add to the 
present expense of a conveyance ; for is it possible, that, with a 
multiplicity and complexity of interests, deeds to explain the 
true position and rights of the parties could be dispensed with ? 
Deeds being then absolutely necessary in many cases, it would 
be difficult, except in the simplest matters, to say when they 
would not be required; and unless there was a legislative pro- 
hibition of this nature, the solicitor would, in every case, of 
course look to his own pocket, prepare the deed, and make the 
client pay for it. 

Great exaggeration is made as to the charges in conveyanc- 
ing transactions. I believe, that, if a return of the number of 
conveyances for the last twelve months, and the charges in each, 
were to be made out, it would be found that the average costs 
were only a fair remuneration to the solicitor for his trouble 
and great responsibility. The day for exorbitant and unfair 
charges is gone by, and the solicitor making them will not long 
keep his client. 

If you think these humble remarks worth a place in your 
paper, you will oblige by inserting them. 

Parliamentary Proceedings. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Friday, July 31. 
TRANSFER OF REAL Estate BI. 

Lord BrovcHam moved the second reading of this Bill. He 
mentioned a case where on a certain manor, during thirty years, 
out of 500 conveyances the average length of each was not 
more than 170 words, and the average expense 7s. each. This 
Bill was founded on the same principle, and would confer a real 
benefit on landed property by introducing a system of registra- 
tion. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR feared the Bill would not have mach 
chance of becoming law this session, but thought there was 
much in it that would be valuable in the way of suggestion. 

















He agreed with the noble and learned Lord that a system of i 

registration must be the foundation of any simplification of | 

transfer and title. A commission had already sat on this sub- 

ject, and had presented a very valuable report. 
The Bill was read a second time. 


Tuesday, Aug. 4. 
JUDGMENT ON Bintis or Excuance Acr. 

Lord BrovuGuam moved for certain returns to show the com- 
parative working of two measures, one of which had passed the 
House of Lords without a dissentient voice; the other was a 
measure substituted for it in the other House, after an inquiry 
before a committee, to which his (Lord Brougham’s) Bill, and 
another Bill on the same subject by the Attorney-General, had 
both been referred. The fees under the existing Act on 23,163 
judgments on bills of exchange had averaged 3/. 15s. each, 
and the total amount was £86,776; whereas, if his (Lord 
Brougham’s) Bill had become law, the average cost would have 
been only 17s. 8d., and the total amount £22,000. There 
would thus have been a saving of three-fourths. 

Thursday, Aug. 6. 
FRAUDULENT TrusTEES, &e., BILt. 

The House went into Committee on this Bill. 

Clauses from 1 to 11 inclusive were agreed to. 

On clause 12, which provided that a prosecution under this 
Bill should be sanctioned by one of the judges or by the At- 
torney-General, 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR proposed to amend the clause by 
striking out that part of it,referring to the judges, because it 
might happen that a trustee charged with fraud mi-ht be tried 
before the very judge who had sanctioned the institution of 
criminal proceedings against him. 

Lord CAMPBELL approved the amendment, and expressed an 
earnest wish, that, in other branches ef the law, the sanction of 
some public officer might be necessary before criminal prosecu- 
tions were instituted. He had frequently observed that the 
most frightful abuses arose from the facilities which were given 
to private prosecutors, without any notice whatever to the 
parties accused, to prefer bills of indictment and immediately 
obtain warrants thereon, particularly with regard to charges of 
perjury and conspiracy, which were frequently preferred for the 
sake of extortion. He had had a good deal of conversation on 
the subject with the late Attorney-General, Sir A. Cockburn, 
who had made up his mind to propose a Bill to remedy the evil. 
He hoped that a Bill of that nature would ere long receive the 
sanction of the Legislature. 

Lord St. Leonarps briefly expressed his concurrence in the 
omission proposed by the Lord Chancellor. 

On the question that the clause as amended stand part of the 
Bill, 

Lord WENSLEYDALE moved the omission of the entire clause 
on the ground that it was objectionable to give any individual 
the power of stopping prosecutions instituted by private persons 
for breaches of trust. That was entirely opposed to the principle 
of the law of this country. It was true that in foreign countries 
no criminal prosecution could be commenced without the inter- 
ference of the Executive; consequently, for the accomplishment 
of party purposes, or for the gratification of individual animosity, 
the Government and the officers of the Government had ample 
opportunities. There were, no doubt, cases in which it was 
desirable and necessary that the institution of criminal pro- 
ceedings should be vested in an officer of the Crown; but this 
Bill did not directly concern the public, it had merely reference 
to wrongs committed on private individuals. The law relating 
to trustees was now clearly defined, and no such provision as 
this was necessary. 

The Lorp-CuANncEeLtor said, the great evil which was 
apprehended from this Bill by the other House was, that while 
it would punish those who had been guilty of fraud, it would 
also deter honest men from undertaking the duties of trustees. 
This objection was obviated by the introduction of the safeguard 
afforded by this clause. 

Lord St. Leonarps and Lord CAMpreLt supported the 
clause. 

The motion of Lord Wensleydale was negatived without a 
division, and the clause was then agreed to. 

The remaining clauses were agreed to, and the Bill passed 
through committee. 

Trustees Revier Bi. 

This Bill passed through committee. 

Clauses 2 and 6 were negatived by consent, and several 
amendments were introduced into the other clauses, on the sug- 
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TRANSFER OF REAL Estare SIMPLIFICATION Bit, 

On the order of the day for the second reading of this Bill, 

Lord St. Leonarps said, that he could not expect at so late 
a period of the session to be able to pass the Bill into law ; but, 
as he had been somewhat misunderstood on a former occasion, he 
wished to state what were the provisions of the measure. The 
object of the present Bill was to render a system of registration 
wholly unnecessary. The Bill dealt with the present system as 
regarded perpetuity, and amended and explained the present 
law. It proposed also to reduce the period of forty years of 
uninterrupted possession, which the law at present recognised 
as giving a valid title, to twenty-five years; and it rendered it 
unnecessary to include in a conveyance abstracts of title for 
more than forty years back. At present a registered judgment 
might be executed against a purchaser any time after the pur- 
chase had been completed; but he proposed that when there 
was a bond fide purchase no purchase should be attached upon a 
judgment or Crown debt unless execution issued before the pur- 
chase was completed. The Bill also provided for the exemption 
of purchasers from the succession duties, and it enabled trustees 
to give a perfect discharge to purchasers from any claims upon 
the property. The last proposition was to make any seller, 
agent, or solicitor concealing an incumbrance with a fraudulent 
intent liable to punishment, as being guilty of a misdemeanor; 
and he believed such a provision would be found to operate bene- 
ficially. 

Lord CAMPBELL expressed his general approval of the 
measure. 

The order for the second reading was then discharged. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Friday, July 31. 
Divorce AND MatrrumoniAL Causes BI... 

The debate on the second reading of this Bill was resumed 
by Mr. GLApsTone, in support of the amendment. 

Mr. WALPOLE spoke in favour of the Bill. 

On a division the numbers were—For the second reading, 208 ; 
against it, 97: majority, 111. 

Monday, August 3. 
Trustees’ Revier Bit. 

Mr. HaprFietp asked the Attorney-General whether he in- 
tended to bring in a Bill this session or the next to relieve 
trustees from certain liabilities at law in respect of trust pro- 
perty, consequent on acts done by them in the reasonable exer- 
cise of their judgment, and without fraud; and from the acts of 
co-trustees, deposits with bankers, and other dealings, such as 
would be reasonable and proper in the conduct of private busi- 
ness. 

The ArroRNEY-GENERAL said, as Lord St. Leonards had 
taken the matter up, he thought it best to leave it in his hands. 
Considering the present state of the session, he was afraid there 
was no chance of Lord St. Leonards’ Bill being passed; but he 
hoped that in the next session he should be able to introduce a 
Bill having the same object. 

PARLIAMENTARY OATHS. 

In the debate on the resolution as to nomination of the com- 
mittee—That the committee do consist of twenty-five members 
to be nominated by the House, and of all the gentlemen of the 
long robe, members of this House. 

Mr. Cox reminded the House that there were other members 
of the legal profession in the House besides the “ gentlemen of 
the long robe,” and proposed the addition of Mr. Hadfield and 
himself. He suggested that the words “legal profession” be 
substituted for “long robe.” 

Mr. WARREN said, one advantage might result from the sug- 
gestion of Mr. Cox—The “ gentlemen of the long robe” were 
generally feed, and, in that view of the matter, perhaps nothing 
could be more objectionable than to have a great number of 
members of the long rove upon the committee. 

Mr. Frrzroy suggested that the course to be taken with re- 
spect to Mr. Cox and Mr. Hadfield would be for some one to 
propose the addition of their names to the committee. But the 
resolution in its original form was carried. 

ProBATES AND LETreRS OF ADMINISTRATION BILL. 

Mr. Mains rose to move clauses, the object of which, he 
said, was to secure compensation to the proctors for the aboli- 
tion of their offices, and for the other losses they would sustain 
under this Bill. When the Bill was originally introduced, the 
proposition of the Government was, that district probate should 
be allowed to an amount not exceeding £1,500; but that limi- 





peti 
Lon 
con’ 
in W 
beer 
tota 
for 
the ; 
and. 
the. 
Lon 
as il 
one 
sam 
the 
mon 
the | 
The 
proc 
tion 
givi 
to § 
Che 
thar 


thei 


usué 


ed 


a 
re 


og 
iS 


of 








Ave. 8,.1857. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 711 














tation was rejected by the committee; and the result would be 
most injurious to the interests of the proctors. The Govern- 
ment did not propose to provide compensation to the proctors ; 
and the question he wished to put to the committee was, 
whether a Bill which destroyed the occupations of so many men 
should be permitted to pass without an act of justice to those 
who would be so materially affected by it? Although his ob- 
servations would refer principally to the proctors of London, 
they would not be confined to them, but would extend to the 
proctors of Chester, York, Durham, Exeter, and various other 
places throughout the country. About 120 proctors were to be 
found in Doctors’ Commons, where the profession had existed 
with exclusive privileges for a period of not less than six cen- 
turies, and the business had been handed down from father to 
son. ‘That business had been extensive and valuable, although 
perhaps not sufficiently lucrative to enable the proctors to realise 
large fortunes. The Chancery Commissioners had reported 
most favourably upon the manner in which the business had 
been conducted; and in 1854 he (Mr. Malins) presented two 
petitions, one signed by 258 leading bankers and merchants of 
London, and the other from 112 of the principal solicitors and 
conveyancers, both bearing testimony to the satisfactory manner 
in which the business of the Prerogative Court of Canterbury had 
been conducted. As the Bill now stood that business would be 
totally annihilated. The Attorney-General had resisted all appeals 
for compensation when the Bill was originally introduced, upon 
the ground that the jurisdiction of the district courts was limited, 
and, therefore, the most valuable business would still remain with 
the London proctors. Even under the original form of the Bill the 
London proctors would have lost 79 per cent. of their business, but 
as it now stood they would lose it altogether, as there were forty- 
one new districts created, in which wills could be proved with the 
same force as in London. ‘Then, again, all the proctors of all 
the diocesan courts were eligible to practise at Doctors’ Com- 
mons, and the judge of the court was to have power to grant 
the same privilege to as many persons as he might think fit. 
The Attorney-General had admitted, that, in the cases of the 
proctors of York and Chester, there was a ground for compensa- 
tion; but, in admitting that, he also admitted the principle of 
giving compensation for loss of business. If they were ready 
to give compensation to the professional men of York and 
Chester, they must give it to those of London also. Not fewer 
than sixty of the 120 London proctors had passed middle life. 
By this Bill their business was annihilated, and they and 
their families left destitute. The expense of getting into 
the business of a proctor was very great—the premium was 
usually from 800 to 1,000 guineas, and other items brought the 
sum on an average to £1,200. One of these gentleman stated 
that he had been forty-five years a proctor; that he had a family 
of fifteen, all of whom were now of adult age; that he had been 
unable to make any other provision for his family than that of an 
insurance upon his life; and that the effect of the Bill would be 
to curtail him of three-fourths of his professional income, and 
expose his family to extreme privation. He had other state- 
ments of a similar kind, all of them representing the great ex- 
pense which they had incurred on entering the profession, and 
the loss and ruin to which they would ke exposed by the pass- 
ing of the Bill before the House. He mentioned these cases, to 
show, that, having entered the profession on the faith of its 
permanency, they were now entitled to compensation for the 
losses they must sustain. The Commissioners had expressed an 
opinion that if the profession of the proctors was not preserved 
a3 an exclusive profession, justice demanded that some compen- 
sation should be made to them for the loss which they would 
suffer. But they had what might be called a parliamentary 
title to compensation. In the Bill of 1854 there was a pro- 
vision by which the exclusive privileges of the proctors were 
continued to them for ten years, but it was soon seen that this 
provision fell far short of the justice of the case, and the Bills 
of 1855 and 1856 contained clauses identical with those to 
Which he was now asking the committee to give its assent. 
The Attorney-General, in moving the second reading of the 
Bill of 1855, said, that though he did not think that the loss to 
the proctors would be so great as they anticipated, yet they 
were entitled to some compensation, and he proposed that they 
should be compensated by an annuity equal to one-half of the 
clear income then received by them from testamentary business. 
This was the proposition which he himself now made. In 1856 
the Attorney-General spoke much to the same effect. He 
could not, therefore, understand what was his reason for depart- 
ing this year from the course which he had taken in the two pre- 
Vious years. He had shown the justice of this case, and would 
Support it by reference to what had been done by Parliament in 





similar instances. In all cases in which existing institutions and 
existing bodies had been abolished for the public good, it had been 
thought better to err on the side of liberality than on the reverse. 
The Masters and the Six Clerks in Chancery received compensa- 
tion. In 1854, 1855, and 1856, the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
assented to the principle of compensating the proctors, and 
therefore he was estopped from now objecting that they held no 
offices, and were therefore not entitled to compensation. The 
fact was, that the proctors held their offices under an Act of 
Parliament which secured to them exclusive privileges, not 
merely for their own benefit, but also for the good of the public. 
It would no doubt be urged that the public burdens were very 
great, and the House might be reminded of the increase which 
would result from the passing of the Civil Service Superannua- 
tion Bill. It would indeed be a question for the House to consider 
whether this Bill was worth what was to be paid for it; but 
the clauses which he now proposed to introduce would add 
nothing to the public burdens. There were certain fees paid 
now; and these it was proposed to continue, so as to pay to 
each proctor, for the remainder of his life, a pension equal to 
one-half of his emoluments. Most of these men were advanced 
in years, and probably but few of these pensions would continue 
payable after a period of twenty-five or thirty years. The 
country would have no great reason to complain, if, when the 
Government propounded a measure conferring a great public 
advantage, the price at which that advantage was purchased 
was the continuance for a limited time of the same payments 
which were now made, and which must undergo a gradual 
diminution. He now moved the clauses of which he had 
given notice. The effect of the first was, “that the Com- 
missioners of her Majesty’s Treasury, by examination on 
oath or otherwise, may inquire into arid ascertain the 
net annual amount of the profits arising from the transaction of 
proctorial business by such proctors, on an average of five 
years immediately preceding the commencement of this Act, or 
of such proportion of five years as shall have elapsed since 
he was admitted to practise in such courts, and shall 
award to such proctor an annual payment during his life of 
such amount as shall be equal in value to one-half of the net 
profits derived by him in respect of proctorial business 
upon the said average of five years immediately pre- 
ceding the commencement of this Act, or of such proportion of 
the said five years as shall have elapsed since his admission 
to practise in such courts.” 

The ATrorNty-GENERAL said it would be necessary in point 
of form to defer the discussion on Mr. Malins’ clause until 
several clauses to be proposed by the Government had been 
disposed of. 

A clause was then proposed for granting compensation to 
registrars, &c., of existing courts. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said, that, by the abolition of the 
local courts, a number of officers would be entirely thrown out 
of employment. Some of them had been appointed anterior, 
and some of them subsequent to the passing of certain Acts 
which took away the right of compensation. The first class of 
officers had a legal claim to compensation, which this clause 
was intended to satisfy. The second class would also receive 
compensation, but its amount would be regulated on a different 
scale. 

Sir H. Wittoveney wished to know the probable amount of 
compensation required to be given. 

Mr. Mattys said, the Attorney-General had on a former occa- 
sion stated that there were 149 proctors, whose average incomes 
amounted to £700 a year, and that, supposing them to receive 
one-half, the amount would be £52,152. 

The Arrorney-GENERAL.—By a return in 1832 the whole 
amount of the emoluments of the judges, registrars, and deputy- 
registrars was given. The salaries of the judges amounted to 
£13,271, of the registrars to £28,076, and of the deputy- 
registrars to £15,851. But these sums included the salaries of 
a number of persons who would be appointed to offices under the 
new Bill, which would make a considerable deduction from the 
amount. The registrars would be divided into two classes— 
those appointed before the statute 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 77, and 
those appointed since that time. The number now in existence 
who were appointed before the passing of the statute was ex- 
tremely small. The aggregate amount of the salaries of those 
who would remain after the appointment to the new offices, and 
have to be compensated, amounted to about £29,000. He did 
not know the relative number of officers appointed before and 
since the passing of the statute; bat supposing half the nnmber 
to have been appointed before the passing of the statute, the sum 
to be provided for them would be about £15,000. The pay- 
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ment might very well be raised by fees paid into the testamen- 
tary fee fund, and from that into the consolidated fund, which 
would have to bear the compensation. The practical result 
would be, that the compensation would be levied in the shape 
of a tax upon the suitors resorting to the court. 

Sir F. KeLiy understood that the registrars who were to do 
the business would be paid by fees. Now, if the fees were to be 
paid to these parties, he wished to know how the compensation 
was to be paid out of fees? 

Sir H. WitLovensy said, if he was right in his view, the 
compensation would be much greater than that which was 
stated. He had met with a document from which it appeared, 
that, if they took into account the local courts, the amount 
would be £63,000. 

Mr. Haprieip thought the compensation would be at least 
double that which was stated. They had no data to go upon. 
Upon what fund were these compensations to be charged? If 
he read the 6th clause aright, they would come out of the con- 
solidated fund. He thought they ought not to come out of the 
fees. The compensation proposed would be making the fortunes 
of many of these gentlemen. There were few men who would 
not abandon their profession if they were to have one-half of 
their average profits secured to them for life. Mr. Malins cited 
the case of the Six Clerks, and argued that because £30,000 a 
year was granted to them, they ought to grant a large amount 
to the proctors. Why, a more flagrant job was never perpe- 
trated than that of the Six Clerks. The claims for compensa- 
tion under this Bill amounted to 386 already ; and he was of 
opinion that the amount of compensation which those various 
officers would be entitled to receive would be found to be not 
less than £200,000 a year during their lives; and to any such 
proposal as that he should offer his most strenuous opposition. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL said the sum he mentioned was 
arrived at after deducting from the aggregate amount of ex- 
isting salaries the salaries to be given to the parties to be 
appointed under this Bill. They would thus find the amount of 
compensation would be less than £29,000, the amount at which 
he stated it. With regard to the question of Sir F. Kelly, he 
would find that the registrars were to be paid by salaries. No 
doubt it was intended that fees should be paid to district 
registrars at first; but as soon as they could form an adequate 
notion of the amount of business that would be done in a 
district, they should fix a salary, and the whole of the fees 
would go into a general fund, and be applicable to compensation. 
The object of clause 6 was to insure a proper return of the fees. 
Instead of fees being paid to the registrar, stamps would be 
issued ; and as the Treasury would thus become the recipient of 
the fee fund, the charges for compensation would be on the con- 
solidated fund. 

Mr. W. Witi1AMs maintained that they ought to know the 
amount of compensation to be awarded to each person, and it 
ought to appear in a schedule. When the question of compen- 
sating the Six Clerks was before the House, he objected to the 
amount being fixed by the Lord Chancellor, and he received 
from the Government an assurance that the amount awarded 
would not be more than from £500 to £700 a year. The Lord 
Chancellor gave each of them from £5,000 to £7,000 a year, 
and also £2,500 a year during a period of seven years after their 
decease, to be left by will to whom they pleased. 

Mr. Haprietp moved the omission of the proviso giving 
compensation to Mr. Henry Raikes, registrar of the diocese of 
Chester. The proviso was, he contended, in contravention of 
the Act of 1836, Mr. Raikes having received his appointment 
in 1837. 

Mr. Rornuck appealed to the Attorney-General to say 
whether or not the clause in the Act of 1836 applied to the case 
of Mr. Raikes. For his own part, he protested against such 
an application of public money. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL said there could be no doubt that 
if Mr. Raikes was appointed since 1836, he could not claim 
compensation under the Act. But he was of opinion, and the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer agreed with him, that it would 
not be right to produce an Act passed twenty years ago, and 
use it to debar all who had been subsequently appointed from 
obtaining compensation. Two scales had been devised, one 
giving full compensation to those who were not barred by the 
statute, another applying to the case of those who were re- 
movable at pleasure. He could not imagine a stricter measure 
of justice; and as regarded the case under consideration, he did 
not admit that the Government had at all erred on the side of 
liberality. 

Mr. Roepuck was surprised at what had fallen from the 











Attorney-General. Twenty years ago a gentleman was ap- 
pointed under an Act of Parliament, upon the express provision 
that if any alteration took place he should have no compensa- 
tion. For twenty years this gentleman had received £5,000 a 
year. It was indecent in him to petition Parliament for com- 
pensation. 

The CHANCELLOR of the ExcuEQueEr said that the Treasury 
had entire discretion under the Bill with regard to compensation, 
They would take into consideration the legal and equitable 
claims of every case, and thereupon decide upon the amount of 
compensation to be paid. A statement of the amount of com- 
pensation could not, therefore, be made without prejudging these 
cases. 

In answer to a question from Sir H. WiLLoucHey, 

The CHANCELLOR of the ExcHEQUER said that there were 
many instances of compensation being granted for the abolition 
of offices held at the pleasure of the Crown. The Treasury had 
great experience in the matter of compensation, and, although 
there might be some cases of excess, vet, from the many com- 
plaints he had received of inadequacy, he did not think they 
were open to the charge of profusion. 

Mr. WicrAm asked whether the Treasury would bond fide 
exercise a discretion in each case ? 

The CHANCELLOR of the ExcHEQuer replied that the 
Treasury endeavoured to act justly to every individual, and 
considered each case on its own merits. 

The committee then divided—For the amendment, 81; 
against it, 149: majority, 68. 

Mr. Mauins proceeded to move his compensation clauses. 

Mr. WiGrAmM suggested that the exclusive privilege of proving 
wills should not be preserved to the proctors. 

Mr. Matis said that the proctors looked upon this privilege 
as worthless, and were quite willing that the profession should 
be thrown open. In short, they felt that the profession was 
gone. 

Mr. Rorernvck did not think that a sufficient case had been 
made out for compensation. Alterations in the law had ruined 
the special pleaders, the county courts had absorbed all the 
civil business of the circuits, the power-loom had beggared the 
hand-loom weavers, and railroads had made bankrupt the turn- 
pike trusts; and yet in none of these cases had compensation 
been given. The proctors had enjoyed a monopoly for 600 
years, handed down from father to son; they had done no 
service to the public for which they had not been amply re- 
munerated ; and, therefore, he did not see the justice of the 
claim for compensation. 

Mr. Wuiresipr denied that the county courts formed a case 
in point. The county courts provided many good places for 
lawyers, and extended the profession of the law; but here a 
profession was destroyed, and no appointments were reserved 
for the proctors. 

Mr. Kirk said that the Encumbered Estates Court in Ireland 
had taken away the business of the Irish bar, and no claim for 
compensation had been made or acknowledged. 

The ArrorneyY-GENERAL said he wished to call the attention 
of the committee to the proposition before the House. As he 
understood the proposition of Mr. Malins, it was this—that the 
proctors who were to receive compensation for the loss of busi- 
ness in causes testamentary, should not have any monopoly in 
that respect in future. What he (the Attorney-General) pro- 
posed, then, was this—that an average should be taken of the 
gains of the proctors for three years before and three years after 
the passing of the Bill, and if it turned out that their profes- 
sional emoluments during the three years subsequent to the 
passing of the Bill were diminished below the average of the 
three years previous to the passing of the Act, that in that case 
compensation should be given to theextent of the loss. He thought 
between the two propositions the committee should judge. By 
the proposition which he himself made in the Bill of last year, 
and to which the Government were pledged, the proctors were 
to receive, in the shape of an annuity, half of the clear yearly 
gains which they could show they had derived during the 
period of three years before the passing of the Bill from that 
particular source of business. He was not going to recede from 
that proposition ; but the proposition he now made was, in his 
opinion, a more advantageous one, in some respects, for the 
proctors; for he believed the proctors, in many instances, would, 
instead of suffering any diminution of business under the new 
arrangement, have an increased amount of business. He, how- 
ever, was willing to leave the matter in the hands of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. WESTHEAD said there was this objection to the proposal 
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of the Attorney-General, that if a proctor died during the three 
years, he would not get any compensation. 

“ Mr. Rout said, it was of importance that all the probate courts 
should be put on a common footing. 
all. The judge of the London Court of Probate should have 
the power of saying who should practise in the London and 
district courts. 

Lord Horuam drew attention to the hardship the Bill would 
inflict on the clerical surrogates in the North of England. 
These surrogates, in many cases, were clergymen who had 
small incomes, and if their offices were abolished without com- 
pensation, it would be a great hardship on them. He had re- 
ceived several communications from surrogates on this subject. 
In one case a surrogate had held his surrogacy fifty-eight years. 
He was vicar of Hull, and had to provide three curates at £100 
a year each, leaving him only £390 a year, more than half of 
which came from the surrogate fees. He appealed to the 
Attorney-General whether persons in the position of clerical 
surrogates were not as much entitled to compensation as the 
proctors. 

Mr. WiGRAmM trusted that anything which might be done in 
favour of surrogates in the province of York would be extended 
to all other clerical surrogates. 

The ATrorNEY-GENERAL admitted that the claims of the 
clerical surrogates were deserving of consideration, and should 
not, therefore, oppose Lord Hotham’s proposition, as embodied 
in the clause of which he had given notice. He had been asked 
by Mr. Henley whether an archdeacon performing the duties in 
person of the archdeacon’s court would be entitled to compensa- 
tion in the same way as any other person performing those 
duties. The question was whether the archdeacon would be 
included in the term judge. He (the Attorney-General) did 
not think he could as the Bill stood; but if Mr. Henley 
thought the archdeacon in such cases entitled to compensation, 
it might be provided for by moving, in the interpretation clause, 
that the word judge should include the archdeacon. All he 
would ask the committee was, to determine the principle of 
compensation generally, after which the Bill would in this 
respect require to be remodelled, and the clauses embracing the 
subject would be brought up at a later stage. 

Mr. MALrNs was grateful to the Government for the way in 
which they had recognised the principle he had put forward. 
Having the option offered him by the Government, he preferred 
to take the clauses as he had proposed them, knowing that they 
would satisfy the proctors. 

Mr. ATHERTON said he should prefer the inflexible proposi- 
tion of Mr. Malins to the flexible one of the Attorney-General. 
As the testamentary monopoly of the proctors was entirely gone, 
the Attorney-General could not do less than propose a compen- 
sation to them, as he had done last year. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL was willing that the clauses of last 
year’s Bill should form part of the present Bill, it being under- 
stood that the whole of the proctors’ monopoly should be done 
away with. if Mr. Malins would withdraw his clauses, he 
would undertake that they should be introduced on the Report 
being brought up. 

This suggestion was agreed to, and the clauses were with- 
drawn. 

Mr. WALPOLE moved a clause, giving compensation to the 
chief or managing clerks of proctors. 

The ArroRNEY-GENERAL suggested that this ought only to 
apply to articled clerks. 

The clause was negatived. 

Sir H. Wittcuvcuey proposed a clause providing for the 
publication of accounts, which was agreed to. 

Sir F, Kenty moved to insert before clause 10, the following : 
— The judge of the Court shall be a member of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council.” —Agreed to. 

Mr. Mains moved a clause giving a claim to compensation 
on a certain scale to articled clerks of proctors, which was 
opposed by the Attorney-General. 

Mr. Ayrton suggested that the articled clerks might have 
relief given to them by altering the 38th clause, which re- 
strained them from practising otherwise than as proctors ; so as 
to enable them to practise as solicitors in the same manner as 
their masters were allowed to do. 

On a division, the numbers were—For the clause, 57; against 
it, 113: majority, 56. 

These being all the new clauses, 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL said he should move to recommit 
the bill pro forma in order to introduce amendments. He pro- 
posed to take the report on the amendments on Thursday, and 
the third reading on Friday. 


One rule should apply to | 








Tuesday, August 4. 
Probate AND LETTERS OF ADMINISTRATION BILL. 

Mr. Hapriexp objected to the arrangement of the districts. 

The Atrorney-GENERAL defended the proposed arrange- 
ment of districts as being, on the whole, the most convenient 
one for the public. The schedule was left open fcr the con- 
sideration of the House, and he himself took no part in the 
matter. Since the arrangement of the schedule, he had received 
innumerable applications from persons whose interests would be 
affected, asking for alterations in the schedule. These representa- 
tions he had carefully considered. There were a number of 
specific proposals on the paper upon which the House would 
decide. 

Mr. Spooner said, that Mr. Malins, who had originated the 
amendments on the paper, was absent under the impression that 
there would be no discussion. 

After some discussion, the House went into committee, and 
the amendments were agreed to pro formd. 

Divorce AND MarrimoniAL Causes Bint, 

The House went into committee on this Bill, after an amend- 
ment by Mr. WarRReEN to defer it for three months had been 
negatived without a division. 

On clause 6, the ATroRNEY-GENERAL proposed that the 
court should be called the “Court for Divorce and Causes 
Matrimonial.” 

In answer to Mr. Lycon, 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said that any marriage solemnised 
between British subjects under British law, whether in this 
country or India, would be dissoluble by this court. 

Mr. Ayrton considered that the jurisdiction of the court 
was founded on residence, and that it would have no jurisdic- 
tion over parties not domiciled in this country. 

Sir F. Ketry said, the clause merely transferred to the new 
court the jurisdiction now exercised by the various ecclesias- 
tical courts. It did not at all alter the law with regard to 
marriages in India. 

Mr. GLapsTonE said, he did not see what provision was made 
for meeting cases where adultery was committed in India, and 
which were provided for by the existing law. 

The ATroRNEY-GENERAL would suppose the case of two 
parties resident in India, one of whom instituted a suit for 
cruelty or adultery in the ecclesiastical courts. At present the 
proceedings were initiated before the tribunals in India, and 
when they obtained a divorce « mensd et thoro they applied in 
the ordinary way for a divorce bill. Whatever they could now 
do in the ecclesiastical courts, they could do in the new court. 

Mr. GLApsToNE hoped that after this Bill was passed we 
were not still to have all the difficulties and anomalies of the 
parliamentary system. He understood that the Bill was to 
apply to all the dependencies of this country. He hoped the 
Attorney-General would make this matter clear. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said they were at present dealing 
with the jurisdiction of the ecclesiastical courts, which was 
bodily transferred to the new court. A suit for divorce between 
parties resident in India must still be conducted before the 
courts there. If they subsequently came to this country, they 
might proceed under this Bill. 

Mr. Cox wished it to be clearly understood how parties in India 
having obtained a divorce d mensdé et thoro, were to proceed. 
Would they have to proceed by Bill in Parliament as now? 

The ATrorNEY-GENERAL said, that if the parties remained 
in India they could not resort to the jurisdiction given by 
this Bill, which did not apply to the colonies, the Isle of Man, 
Scotland, or Ireland. No doubt it would be followed by a 
similar statute for Ireland, and probably for India. 

Mr. GLapsrone.—Then it appears that not only a further 
provision but a further Act will be required. 

Sir E. Perry suggested that a new clause should be intro- 
duced, to meet the case of parties in India, and the decision of 
the committee taken as to whether the power of dissolving mar- 
riage should be vested in a single judge in India or in the new 
court. 

The ATrorRNEY-GENERAL said, that, if the parties remained 
in India, they would not, of course, apply to the new court; 
but if they came to this country they would at once be subject 
to it. Even now an Act of Parliament could not be obtained 
unless the party was present in England. 

Mr. Guapsroxe said, the discussion had led to the discovery 
of a most important defect in the operation of the Bill. It had 
been introduced as a Bill entirely to do away with private 
divorce Bills; but it now appeared it would not have that effect. 
The question was, whether the arm of the new court would 
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reach as far as that of the House of Lords now did; if not, it 
would still be necessary to have private Acts. 

Mr. WALPOLE admitted that if this Bill did not put an end 
to divorces by Acts of the Legislature, it would fail in its main 
object With regard to India, the difficulty always found under 
the old system was, that the witnesses could not leave that country. 
To meet this, the Act of Geo. 4 was passed, to enable the evi- 
dence to be taken under a commission. If asimilar power were 
introduced into this Bill it would meet all the difficulty. 

Lord J. Manners wished to know what would be the effect 
of the Bill with regard to persons remaining in the colonies. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL said, a person resident abroad could 
now sue, under certain restrictions, in any court in England, 
and parties in the colonies would have the same right in the 
new court, subject to any regulations which might be made. 
It would be competent for the different colonial Legislatures to 
establish courts of divorce; if not, the parties resident there 
could come to this court. 

Mr. GLApsToNE said, that, it appeared, in fact, that they 
would not put an end to legislative divorces by this Bill; for it 
would not extend to those cases where the wife went abroad 
after committing adultery. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL said, that he would, at a future 
time, bring up a clause to give power to serve process out of the 
jurisdiction of the court. 

This clause, together with clause 7, was agreed to. 

On clause 8, Mr. MAutns doubted whether the great law 
officers proposed to act as judges of this court would have time 
to attend to the duties cast upon them as such judges. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL confessed that he did not think 
that the number of judges selected to sit with the ordinary 
judge was so large as convenience required. If the committee 
would now pass the clause, he would bring it up again at a 
future time, with a view to enlarge the class of judges to sit 

with the judge in ordinary in divorce cases, so as to take in 
all the judges of the superior courts. 

Mr. Matiys doubted the abvisability of this plan, inasmuch 
as it now took a month before a common law judge could be 
obtained to sit with the judges in equity. 

After some further discussion, the chairman was ordered to 
report progress. 

LEASES AND SALES or SETTLED Estates Act AMENDMENT 
Bu. 

Mr. WuirestDe moved the second reading of this Bill, which 
he said was to repeal a clause in a previous Act, which deprived 
Sir T. Wilson of the power of applying to the Court of Chan- 
cery for power to build. It was supposed that the object of 
this gentleman was to build on Hampstead-heath, but that he 
could not do without a special Act of Parliament. There was 
neither the legal power nor the intention to build on the 
Heath. The road along which Sir T. Wilson desired to build 
had no more to do with Hampstead-heath than the top of St. 
Paul’s, yet the House had passed a clause prohibiting this 
gentleman from submitting his case to the Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Matins seconded the motion. : 

Mr. Cox moved that the debate be adjourned. 

Sir H. Wrttovcupy said, that however attempts might be 
made to prevent Sir T. Wilson building on Hampstead-heath, 
at his death his successors would be at liberty to do so. 

The debate was adjourned to Wednesday. 

CriminAL Law Consouipation BILts. 

These Bills, which stood for second reading, were, at the 
suggestion of Mr. Henley, postponed till Friday ; when, Lord 
PALMERSTON said, the Government will state what course they 
intend to adopt with regard to them. 

Wednesday, August 5. 
LEASES AND SALES OF SETTLED Estates Act AMENDMENT 
BILL. 

On the motion for resuming the adjourned debate on the 
second reading of this Bill, 

Lord R. Grosvenor said, that this Bill had been brought in 
for the purpose of repealing certain clauses in an Act of Par- 
liament passed so recently as last year. That was an Act 
which, as originally introduced, instead of compelling persons 
who wished to procure an alteration in the settlement of entailed 
property to have a special Act of Parliament for that purpose, 
enabled the Court of Chancery to deal with such settlements. 
That was a great novelty in legislation, and the Bill was re- 

ferred to a select committee, who, after duly considering its 
provisions, thought it was dangerous to transfer such a power 
to the Court of Chancery without accompanying it with 





certain safeguards in the interest of the public; and the Bill 
was withdrawn in 1855. In 1856 it was again brought 
forward. The House agreed to the Bill in the shape 
in which it was eventually passed into a law. But the 
House of Lords, by a small majority, rejected the particular 
clause which prevented the Court of Chancery reviewing the 
decisions of Parliament. The House of Commons, for reasons 
urged by the Attorney-General, insisted on the re-insertion of 
the clause. The Lords accordingly assented to the restora- 
tion of the clause in question, and the Bill was passed at the 
end of last session. Now, however, almost before that Act had 
come into operation, Mr. Whiteside and Mr. Malins actually 
proposed to the House to give up the safeguards in question, 
He hoped the House would not be guilty of so stultifying its 
proceedings ; and he should therefore move that the Bill be read 
asecond time that day three months, 

Mr. Burt, as the member of the select committee at whose 
instance the clause in question was inserted in the original Bill, 
briefly traced the history of the Act of last year as it passed 
through Parliament, and opposed the Bill before the House on 
the ground that it was a public measure for the private relief of 
Sir Thomas Wilson. 

Mr. ScHoLeriIeLp said every one knew that if it had not 
been a question of Hampstead-heath, no such clause would have 
been inserted in the Act of last year. The whole power of Par- 
liament was brought to bear upon one individual, to deprive him 
of rights which every other individual in the State enjoyed, 
because he had the misfortune to be the owner of property which 
the London public coveted and wished to obtain on their own 
terms. 

Mr. Matis said that up to the time of passing the Act last 
year, whenever a will was drawn defectively, so that the tenant 
for life had no power of granting leases, it became necessary to 
apply to Parliament for an Estate Bill, which cost from £300 to 
£500, and sometimes a larger amount. The Bill which passed last 
year was the second introduced by the Government with the same 
object—viz. to transfer the power thus exercised by Parliament 
to the Court of Chancery. He gave his cordial support to 
that Bill, but he warned the Attorney-General against the 
clause which it was now sought to repeal. But a short time 
ago the Attorney-General told him that his object in support- 
ing the clause last year was to give the Metropolitan Board 
of Works an opportunity of making an arrangement with Sir 
T. Wilson for the purchase of Hampstead-heath; but that, as 
the Board did not seem inclined to make any arrangement, he 
would support the present Bill, which would repeal that clause. 
The Act of last year enabled the Court of Chancery to confer 
powers of leasing for agricultural, mining, and building pur- 
poses upon tenants for life, and enabled trustees to sell and 
exchange property, and so forth. But a clause provided 
that the Act should not apply to persons who had before 
made application to Parliament unsuccessfully for these powers. 
He believed there was no other instance of the rejection of an 
Estate Bill, except that of Sir T. Wilson, who, fifteen years ago, 
unsuccessfully made application to Parliament for these powers; 
but lapse of time altered circumstances, and what was inexpe- 
dient in 1842 might be expedient in 1857. It did not, however, 
rest on that argument. The application of Sir T. Wilson 
was rejected, because it was supposed that he was going 
to build on Hampstead-heath. It would have been prejudicial 
to Sir T. Wilson’s interest to do so, and the law as it stood 
prevented his doing it. The whole value of the clause in the Act 
last year was that it applied to Sir T. Wilson, and the whole 
value of this Bill was that it would relieve Sir T. Wilson from 
restrictions which could not be justified. An unprecedented 
and unwarrantable exception had been introduced into a general 
law, which would last only during the life of a man more than 
sixty years of age. He therefore hoped the House would sup- 
port this Bill, and redeem Parliament from the stigma of such 
an act of injustice. 

Mr. Barrow said he had supported the introduction of the 
clause in the Bill last year upon general principles. If Par- 
liament had decided against any person, and that person wished 
to appeal. against the decision, he might appeal to Parliament, 
but he ought not to be allowed to obtain the reversal of a de- 
cision of Parliament by appealing to an inferior tribunal. 

Mr. Wuirestpe.—The Bill was intended to repeal a clause 
in a general law passed last year. When that clause was 
originally introduced, the Bill was thrown out because it had 
the clause in it; and the Attorney-General, who had been in- 
duced to consent to its being put in on the second occasion 
(upon the representation of the metropolitan members that it 
was intended to buy the property), was now ready to support 
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the Bill for its repeal. If the public wanted the property they 
ought to buy it, but not attempt to compel the owner to receive 
less than its value. The Metropolitan Board of Works, after 
entering into the consideration of the purchase of Hampstead- 
heath, passed a resolution that it was not their intention at 
present to deal for it. Sir T. Wilson wished neither to build 
upon nor enclose Hampstead-heath. The law prevented his 
meddling with it; and all the alteration of the law which he 
wanted was, to be allowed to lay his case before the Lord Chan- 
cellor, which every one else might do except himself. 

Mr. HApFIEvp opposed the Bill. Notwithstanding the prestige 
and power of the two learned members who had introduced it, 
he trusted that the House would not stultify itself by rescinding 
various former decisions. 

Sir J. GRAHAM thought great injustice had been done in the 
various decisions to which the House had come on this question. 
Sir T. Wilson wished to make certain arrangements for his pro- 
perty, but was stopped by the confused manner in which the 
covenants uuder which he held it had been prepared. Whether 
he sought for justice through the means of a private Act, or by 
a general one, Sir T. Wilson was still denied what was only 
common justice. Every one, of course, would say, by all means 
keep Hampstead-heath open; but no one would say, keep it 
open at the expense of injustice towards a private individual. 
Besides, it was not now sought to obstruct the public access to 
the heath, but to build on the Finchley-road, which was at some 
distance. 

The House divided—For the second reading, 77; against it, 
59; majority, 18. The Bill was then read a second time. 

Thursday, Aug. 6, 
Divorce AND Marrimoniat Causes BIL. 

The debate on clause 8 was resumed. 

The ArrorneY-GENERAL said that Mr. Malins having sug- 
gested the other evening that delay might arise from difficulty 
in obtaining the attendance of the chief common law judges to 
sit in this court, he had since considered the matter, and sub- 
mitted it to those who had had the charge of this Bill 
in the other House. The result was that he thought that 
it would be better to leave the constitution of the court 
as it stood. The Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief 
Justice had arrived at the conclusion, that, if the court 
was left as it stood, there would be no difficulty in 
its meeting a sufficient number of times in the year for the 
despatch of the business committed to it. The Lord Chancellor 
justly observed that no inconvenience had resulted from having 
one of the chief judges to sit with him in the hearing of divorce 
and matrimonial causes; for under an existing Act either of 
them might appoint a judge to sit for him at Nisi Prius in the 
sittings after term; and this power might, of course, be exer- 
cised so as to secure the requisite number of days for this court 
to sit. In all probability the range of business would be very 
small, and would not demand more than two or three days at 
the end of every term. 

Lord J. MANNERs suggested that if, as Mr. Napier had pointed 
out, the Bill were applied to Ireland, a difficulty might arise 
from the fact that the chiefs of the Common Pleas and Ex- 
chequer were Roman Catholics, and that their religious tenets 
would prevent them from administering the law. There was 
nothing, moreover, in the law of England to prevent some of 
the judges nominated under this clause from being Roman 
Catholics. He perceived that by clause 12, power was given to 
the Sovereign to make the new court a court of circuit. Well, 
undoubtedly, if the law was to be administered cheaply, and 
brought home even to the middle classes, the court must 
be a court of circuit; but he wished to know whether it 
was really the intention of the Attorney-General and of 
Government to send the Lord Chancellor and the other judges 
of the court through the country to administer the law. If 
that were the case, all he could say was, that it would, he be- 
lieved, be the first time that the Lord Chancellor had been sent 
tramping through the country for such a purpose. He should 
like to know at what period of the year the court of circuit was 
to administer this inestimable boon of divorce. If, as was now 
Tepresented, only three or four cases a-year were likely to arise, 
he could not understand why Parliament should be kept sitting 
till September in order to pass this Bill. 

Mr. Mauins coincided in the opinion, that, if there should be 
a great increase in the number of cases, neither the Lord Chan- 
cellor nor any one of the chiefs would be able to attend the new 
court with sufficient frequency for the despatch of business. 

Lord J. RussELL was surprised that the Attorney-General 
should have been so easily satisfied with the statement of the 





Lord Chancellor, who it appears, finding that there have been 
few cases in the House of Lords, thinks that if at the end of 
term he can get one of the Chief Justices and the Chief Baron, 
to sit with him, the court will be able to dispose of the three or 
four cases, which he supposes will be the limit, in a few days. 
But if this is to be a general remedy, we may expect an 
increase. Bnt he could understand that it would not increase, 
because this was not the way in which a poor man would seek a 
remedy, who, having probably some experience of an at- 
torney’s charges, would be so alarmed at the thought of the 
expense of employing an attorney in the country to set in 
motion an attorney in London (however much he might 
wish for a remedy), that he would forego the remedy which 
Parliament had provided. But it would be possible to enable 
persons desiring to obtain this remedy, to present their petitions 
to a court in the country—to a judge at assize. The facts 
might be ascertained by witnesses competent to give evidence 
in that court, and, the facts having been found, a judge of 
assize would be perfectly competent to make his report to the 
court in London, and the ultimate decision might be made by 
that court. It would be preferable to have various and different 
courts, even at the risk of there being some uncertainty and 
variety in the decisions, than what is now proposed. It would 
be better if the superior courts in London, and the judges of 
assize were enabled to afford a remedy. 

Mr. Henwey did not believe that all the business of the new 
court would be got over in two or three days at the end of term. 
With regard to the promise of bringing the remedy within the 
reach of the poor man, it was an utter delusion. 

Mr. Warren contended that the court would be altogether 
inefficient, and pointed out that the weight of business now 
pressing upon the Chief Justices would render it impossible for 
them to assist at a court for trying divorce cases. It had not 
been explained whether the court was to be stationary or 
itinerary—it was to sit when her Majesty in Council might 
appoint; but it appeared to him that for the Lord Chancellor 
to go down to Cornwall would not be exactly in accordance 
with the usage or the seemliness of that high office. 

Mr. Co..1ys, with the view of bringing the remedy home to 
the door of the poor man, proposed that the county-court judgss 
should have jurisdiction in divorce cases; for the county courts 
were the only civil tribunals to which the poor had access, the 
higher courts being too expensive for them. 

The ArrorNnEY-GENERAL said that the House of Lords heard 
these cases in a very different manner from that which the proposed 
court would adopt. The evidence of the witnesses would be 
taken at the trial, and upon that evidence the court would pro- 
nounce its judgment. When there was an application for a 
new trial the question would be heard and decided at once, and 
in as short a space of time as similar applications were de- 
cided now by the common law courts at Westminster, where 
five or six applications for new trials were frequently heard 
and decided in a single morning. He did uot anticipate that 
there would be any such great addition to the number of 
divorce cases under the new law as some seemed to anticipate, 
nor did he believe that the expense of the proceedings would be 
so alarming as had been suggested. In Scotland, where di- 
vorce was easily obtained, there had been but ninety-five cases 
in five years, and the average cost of rescinding a marriage in 
that country was about £30, and if no opposition was offered, 
about £20. 

Mr. Ayrron thought that the question which had been 
raised by Lord J. Russell ought to be seriously considered. 
It was impossible to decide what the court was to be till it was 
known what sort of justice it was to administer; or until it 
was determined whether there were to be local courts, or some 
machinery by which every man could for £10 or £20 bring his 
case before some tribunal for trial. He believed that under 
this Bill a cost of £100 or £200 would be incurred before a man 
could get redress. 

Mr. PowE t said that he thought it would be less difficult 
to get together three puisne judges than three chief justices ; 
and as by a recent enactment the Lord Chancellor could call in 
the assistance of the common law puisne judges in Chancery, 
he did not see why they could not be members of this court. 
With regard to the suggestion of giving the power of divorce 
to the county courts, he thought it was intended to throw 
ridicule on the Bill, and he deprecated any notion of giving 
a jurisdiction in divorce to such courts. 

Mr. Burr said, the proposition to give jurisdiction to the 
county courts, so far from being calculated to throw ridicule ou 
this measure, would carry out the principle of the Bill by bring- 
ing the same justice to the cottage of the poor man as to the 
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door of the rich, which the court now to be constituted would 
not do. 

Lord Stantey said that before he supported the proposition 
of extending the jurisdiction in divorce to the county courts, 
he should be desirous of ascertaining, not merely whether the 
judges of the county courts were competent to deal with these 
questions, but whether they had leisnre to undertake such an 
addition to the business of those courts. 

Mr. Bowyer said if this was a poor man’s Bill it would 
be impossible to stop short of giving county courts the power 
of dissolving marriages. And if that course should be adopted, 
an extraordinary facility would be given for divorce and 
for collusion. Should a man and woman quarrel, what would 
be easier than for them to qualify themselves to obtain a divorce. 
Parties would think no more of going to the county court to 
get a divorce than to sue for a debt of £5. 

Mr. MACAULAY said, at present, a poor man could not con- 
test an acre of land, or bring an action for libel or defamation, 
without coming into the superior courts; and he did not see 
why an ambulatory court should be constituted to settle dis- 
putes between men and their wives. 

The committee divided. The numbers were:— For the 
clause, 105; against it, 71: majority, 34. 

The clause was then agreed to. 

On clause 9, the ArroRNEY-GENERAL said, the Bill required a 
petition in the first instance, which would be of the most in- 
formal and in expensive character. Ifthe respondents appeared 
and opposed the petition, it would lead to a trial being directed. 
The judge ordinary would direct the trial, but the ultimate 
decision must be before the full court. If the question of 
fact was to be tried before a jury upon an issue directed 
for that purpose, the order directing the issue might be made 
by the judge ordinary alone. That would be, of course, in 
a contested case. If it were an uncontested case, it would still 
be the duty of the court to take evidence before itself to ascer- 
tain the fact that adultery had taken place, and then the court 
would proceed at once to pronounce sentence. That must be 
before the full court. 

Mr. DrumMonp said there was no means of giving relief to 
the poor except by extending to the county courts the power 
of making decrees of judicial separation in cases of ill-treatment, 
and proposed an amendment with this view, but which he 
consented to withdraw for the present. 

On clause 12, relating to the sittings of the court, 

The ATroRNEY-GENERAL said, that it was not intended that 
the court should be itinerant.—The clause was agreed to. 

On clause 15, the AvrrorNeY-GENERAL stated that he 
should be prepared to introduce a clause giving compensation 
to proctors for matrimonial business, in the same way as was 
done in the Probates Bill. 

The motion for reporting progress was then agreed to. 

PRoBATES AND LETTERS OF ADMINISTRATION BIL1. 

In answer to Lord GopERIcH, 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL said, he saw no prospect of going 
on with this Bill before Tuesday, but he would put it in the 
paper for Friday, and if not proceeded with then, he would fix it 
positively for 12 o’clock on Tuesday. 

Wuts, &c, or Brivish Supsecrs ABroap Bin, 

This Bill was read a third time and passed. 

Leases AND SALES oF SerrLepD Estates Acr AMENDMENT 
BILL. 

The House resolved itself into committee on this Bill, after an 

ineffectual opposition by Mr. Cox; but on the motion of Mr. 


Ayrton, carried by a majority of 1, the chairman was ordered 
to report progress. 





PRIVATE BILLS.—(From a Correspondent.) 
FRipAY EVENING. 

The Mersey Conservancy Bill is still pending; and 
the Liverpool interest has assumed an appearance of 
vitality quite equal to that displayed at any period 
of the proceedings. To a great extent the Committee in 
the Lords have negatived the decision of the Commons, inas- 
much as they have come to a resolution that they will not 
interfere with the Liverpool Town Dues; and that they will 
not pass the Bill unless compensation is paid to the Corporation 
of Liverpool. This resolution is, in fact, an adoption of the 
views expressed by Lord Derby in the discussion on second 
reading ; and although his Lordship’s motion was rejected by a 
majority of the House, still the benefit intended to be 





conferred by it has been granted to the Corporation by this 
Committee. The three parties interested—viz. the promoters 
of the Mersey Conservancy Bill, the Liverpool Corporation, 
and the Liverpool Dock Company respectively, have made pro- 
positions, founded on the resolution of the Committee ;* so that, 
whatever may be the result, an issue is made upon which the 
Committee can try the real merits of the case between all 
parties. Anything is better than an adjournment of the 
question, which was anticipated a few weeks ago, as it 
seemed impossible to lay the whole case before the Com- 
mittee in the Lords in the time limited for that purpose. The 
decision of the Committee quite bears out the generally admitted 
theory, that the Lords regard vested rights and interests with a 
much more jealous eye than the Commons. 





ELECTION COMMITTEES.—(From a Correspondent.) 
Fray EVENING. 

Irswicu.—The decision on this petition was only made 
just in time for press last week. In Mr. Cobbold’s case 
four cases of bribery were proved, and the guilty knowledge 
came very nearly home to the sitting member, as one case of 
bribery was reported to have been committed by Arthur 
Thomas Cobbold. The Committee reported generally on both 
petitions that the payments made for travelling expenses had 
been systematically in excess of the actual disbursement of 
voters, although the fact of corrupt intention had not been 
proved against either member. 

BEVERLEY.—Edward Auchmuty Glover, Esq., a member 
of the bar, has not only been unseated, but stands a fair chance 
of being prosecuted by the House of Commons. Mr. Glover 
was unseated on the ground of want of qualification. He made 
the declaration in the form prescribed by the Act of Parliament 
in respect of property which, as he alleged, he was entitled to 
under a recent marriage. There is a strangely romantic, or 
rather melo-dramatic, story connected with this said marriage, 
which would be out of place in these columns, but suffice it to 
say that the committee unanimously decided that the evidence 
should be laid before the Attorney-General, with a view to 
further proceedings being taken in the case. 

Drocuepa.—There is an old saying, ‘that one man may 
steal a horse, whereas another may not look into a stable 
window ;” and certainly the decision of the Committee on the 
Drogheda Election Petition, as compared with that of the 
Committee on the Mayo case, seems to confirm this. The stories 
of Mayo and Drogheda Elections seem to agree precisely. The 
voters were cursed, and pelted, and bullied, priests howled, and 
stones flew about like hail. The grand feature of agitation 
seemed to be to keep up a perpetual memory in the minds of 
the voters of the Battle of the Boyne; the only difference 
between the priests who carried the Mayo Election, and those 
who figured at Drogheda, being in name. The Committee 
came to the conclusion that Mr. M‘Cann was duly elected. 
They also reported that there was rioting on the day of 
nomination, and on the preceding day; and that it did not 
appear to the Committee that proper precaution was taken by 
the authorities to insure good order. 

Dusiin Etection.—The Committee decided this afternoon 
in favour of the sitting members, to the great disappointment of 
the Roman Catholic party, who looked on the anticipated result 
as a certain set-off to the priestly interference proved in the 
Mayo case. The case of the petitioners was, that the Protes- 
tant Association had used undue influence and bribery; and cer- 
tainly their suspicions were not groundless, inasmuch as it was 
proved that one Protestant Society applied to the sitting 
members to be repaid a sum of £16 in respect of payments 
made on their behalf. 

The Committee agreed to report to the following effect, though 
not totidem verbis :——that it was proved that several freemen had 
voted under the expectation and promise of pecuniary reward 
after the expiration of the time for petitioning against the 
sitting members; that it was not proved that any such pro- 





* The following is the resolution of the Committee on the Mersey Con- 
servancy :— 

Resolved,—That the Committee will not take upon themselves to 
adjudicate upon the claims of the Corporation of Liverpool in respect of 
the town dues, and the alleged right to apply the income therefrom, 
either in whole or in part, to purposes other than the maintenance and 
improvement of the port. The Committee, therefore, will not sanction 
the transfer of such town dues to the trust proposed to be created by this 
Bill, without some provision that shall secure to the Corporation such fair 
and equitable compensation as may now be agreed upon by the parties, 
or that shall leave the question of compensation to be determined by the 
decision of a court of law, upon the primary question of such rights and 
labilities attachin ¢ thereto. 
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mises were made with the consent of Mr. Grogan or Mr. Vance. 
To give some idea of the free and independent electors of Dublin 
city, it may be stated that one of them was in bed on the day 
of election, and literally had not a rag to his back, and that 
clothes had to be provided for him to go to the poll in. 


<> 
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Births, Marriages, anv Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 

BIRCHAM—On July 30, at Burhill, Walton-on-Thames, the wife of 
Francis T. Bircham, Esq., of a daughter, who only survived its birth a 
few hours. 

CHUBB—On Aug. 3, at 13 Hinde-street, Manchester-square, the wife of 
William Chubb, Esq , of Gray’s-inn, of a daughter. 

HANNAY—On July 28, at Leamington, the wife of William Hannay, 
Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

HOOPER—On Aug. 1, at Bellona-house, Handsworth, Staffordshire, the 
wife of Edwin Hooper, Esq., Solicitor, West Bromwich, of a daughter. 
ROWLAND—On July 29, at Berwick, the wife of Mr. Rowland, Solicitor, 

of a daughter. 

WHITELOCK—On July 31, at Grena-lodge, Richmond, the wife of John 
William Whitelock, Esq., of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 


COOKE—JONES—On Aug. 1, at Sutton Maddock, Salop, by the Rev. J. 
Bennett, M.A., Vicar of Caversham, William Henry Cooke, Esq., of the 
Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, to Martha Anne, only child of William 
Jones, Esq., of Brockton Court, Shiffnal. 

GRIFFITH—NOBLE—On July 28, at Christchurch, Highfield, in the 
parish of Stoneham, near Southampton, by the Ven. the Archdeacon 

; Wigram, assisted by the Rev. Gerald S. Fitzgerald, the Incumbent, 
Thomas Griffith, Esq., of 15 Elizabeth-terrace, Paddington, London, 
second son of the late William Griffith, Esq., Barrister-at-law, formerly 
Solicitor General of Barbadoes, and proprietor of Windsor and Frenches 
Estates in that island, to Anne, only daughter of C. J. Noble, Esq., 
Solicitor, Raglan-villa, Hightield. 

INDERWICK—WILKINSON—On Aug. 4, at St. Mary’s, West Brompton, 
by the Rev. W. J. Irons, D.D., Vicar of Brompton, Frederic A. Inder- 
wick, Esq., of the Inner Temple, only son of Andrew Inderwick, Esq., 
R.N., to Frances Maria, elder daughter of John Wilkinson, Esq., of 
Pelham-villas, Brompton. 

POSTANS—KEARSLEY—On Aug. 4, at Ovingdean, near Brighton, by 
the Rector, the Rey. Alfred Stead, Richard Broadhurst Postans, Soli- 
citor, of Gray’s-inn, and Suffolk-villa, Maiden-lane, Highgate, to Jane 
Kearsley, only child of George Kearsley Davison, Esq. 

ROWDEN—YEOMAN—On Aug. 4, at St. Clement’s Church, Hastings, by 
the Rev. Robert Rowden, B.A., Francis Rowden, Esq., of Lincoln's-inn, 
Barrister-at-Law, to Constantia Linda, eldest daughter of the late 
Captain Bernard Yeoman, R.N. 

SEEBOHM—EXTON—On July 30, at Hitchin, Frederick Seebohm, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, to Mary Anne, the younger daughter of the late 
William Exton, Esq., Banker, of that place. 

TOMALIN—CLARKSON—On July 28, at Lenton, Notts, by the Rev. 
George Browne, the Vicar, William Tomalin, Esq., jun., Solicitor, Nor- 
thampton, to Sarah Elizabeth Anne, the only child of the late John 
Clarkson, Esq., of Breedon-lodge, Leicestershire. 

WILKINSON—MARSHALL—On Aug. 1, at St. Pancras Church, by the 
Rev. W. B. Galloway, M.A., Incumbent of St. Mark's, Primrose-hill, 
Regent’s-park, John Wilkinson, Esq., of Austhorpe-lodge, Whitkirk, 
near Leeds, to Anne, second daughter of the late William Marshall, 
Esq., Solicitor, of Ely, Cambridgeshire. 


DEATHS, 


BAZETIT—On Aug. 1, at 46 Gloucester-place, Portman-square, aged 64 
years, Eleonora Margaret, widow of the late William Y. Bazett, Esq., 
of the Middle Temple. 

CHEEK—At Allahabad, in the East Indies, aged 16, Arthur Marcus Hill 
Cheek, Ensign in the 6th Bengal Native Infantry, and second son of 
Oswald Cheek, Esq., Town Clerk of the Borough of Evesham. 

DAIN—On Aug. 3, Mary, the wife of Horatio Dain, Esq., of Parliament- 
street, Westminster, and Crouch-hill, Hornsey. 

FOSTER--On Aug. 1, at Brighton, Caroline, the beloved wife of Thomas 
Gregory Foster, Esq., of Caroline-place, Mecklenburgh-square, Bar- 
rister-at-law. 

KARSLAKE—On Aug. 3, Henry Karslake, Esq., of 4 Regent-street, and 
Queen-square, Bloomsbury, in his 72nd year. 

WEALL—On July 31, at Woodcote-villa, Loughborough-park, of in- 
fantine cholera, Herbert William, the deeply loved child of Mr. William 
Weall, Solicitor, aged 8 months. 


—_—_—_@——___—_- 
Unclaimed Stack in the Bank of England. 


The Amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants 
appear within Three Months :— 


BisHop, WILLIAM, Esq., Grayswood Chiddingford, deceased, GEORGE FRE- 
DERICK GORDON, Esq., Haslemere, Surrey, and FeRMEN De TasTET, 
Esq., Bishopsgate-churchyard, £3,256 : 13 : 4 Consols—Claimed by 
WILLIAM RUSSELL, Esq., Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery, 
In re Gordon v. Lowe. 

BonsaLL, JouN Smitu, Esq., Aberystwith, £121: 19 Consols—Claimed 
by Joun SmitH BonsALL, 

Forbes, SARAH, Spinster, Kingairloch, Argyllshire, N.B., £152: 12: 11 
Reduced.—Claimed by Epwarp RicHarp WILLIAMs, the husband of 
the said Sanan Forbes, and administrator. 

Gorpoy, GEORGE FREDERICK, Esq., Haslemere, Surrey, and Firmin DE 
TasTet, jun., Esq., Bishopsgate-churchyard, £666: 13: 4 Consols.— 
Claimed by WitLIaM RussELL, Esq, Accountant-General of the Court 
of Chancery, In re Gordon v. Lowe. 

Hovcu, SaMuEL, Gent., at Mr. Carter's, Hyde-pk.-corner, £50 Consols.— 

laimed by SAMUEL HovcH. 











MACLEAN, CHARLOTTE Lady, Woolwich-common, ANN MACLEAN, Spinster, 
same place, and JoHn HENRY PowELL ScHNEIDER, Esq., New Broad- 
st., £225 Consols.—Claimed by WILLIAM SCHNEIDER, acting executor of 
Joun Henry PowEct SCHNEIDER. 

Maciean, Lady CuHartotre, Widow, Woolwich-common, CAROLINE 
MACLEAN, Spinster, same place, and Jonn HENRY POWELL SCHNEIDER, 
Esq., New Broad-st., £225 Consols.—Claimed by CaRoLINE Macleay, 
the survivor. 

Mactean, Lady CuHartotte, Widow, Woolwich-common, Jutta Mac- 
LEAN, Spinster, same place, and Jonn HENRY POWELL SCHNEIDER, Esq., 
New Broad-st., £225 Consols—Claimed by JULIA MACLEAN, the sur- 
vivor. ’ 

Maciean, Lady CHarLotre, Widow, Woolwich-common, MARGARET 
MACLEAN, Spinster, same place, and JoHN HENRY POWELL SCHNEIDER , 
Esq., New Broad-st., £225 Consols.—Claimed by MaRGARET MAcLEAN, 
the survivor. 

SmirH, Harry, Gent., Temple-bar, deceased, £43 : 12 : 5 Reduced.— 
Claimed by W1LL1AM Henry, and GEORGE SmirH, acting executors. 


Weirs at Law and Pezt of Kin. 


Advertised for in the London Gazette and elsewhere during the Week. 

ALBINSON, ALBISON, ALLBYSON, ALLERSON, ALBISTON, ORBASTON, 
ORBISON, OSBALDENSON, OSBALDESTON, OSBALDSON.— All pesons 
bearing any of the above surnames, and answering to the descrip- 
tion of children or descendants of a child of ADAM OsBALDESTON, who 
is described in the will of Joun OsBaLDEsTON, Gent., of Worsley, Lan- 
cashire, dated Aug. 19, 1822, as his cousin, to apply to Mr. John Wil- 
son, 15 Dickinson-st., Manchester, Solicitor; or Mr. A, L. Hardman, 32 
Cooper-st., Manchester. 


L- 


fMones Market. 


CITY, Frrpay Evenrxe. 


Our former contests in India and China, although extensive 
and important, did not create in the public mind the same 
degree of keen anxiety as European contests always produce ; 
nor has the additional expenditure attendant upon those eastern 
conflicts been so great as to occasion material derangement to 
the national finances. But it now becomes more obvious every 
day that we are engaged in wars, and in an expenditure of such 
magnitude, that measures of economy, and hopes of retrench- 
ment suitable to times of peace, must be deferred for an 
indefinite period. In the early part of this week contradictory 
inferences, drawn from the late Indian news, caused much 
fluctuation in the English Funds. During the last three days 
the market has been rather firmer, and has improved about $ 
per Cent. The closing price of Consols for money is 903. Tues- 
day being the 4th of the month, the demand for money, both 
in the discount market and at the Bank of England, was ex- 
ceedingly great. Later in the week there has been less demand, 
but rates have not declined. The East India Company 
having given notice of a further rise of 2 per Cent. in their 
rate for bills on India, the purchase of bills has received a 
powerful check, and the demand for silver for exportation will be 
proportionably augmented. The amount of specie shipped for 
the east by the Peninsular and Oriental Steamer, Ripon, is 
£1,012,963 ; nearly the whole of it is silver, the gold being only 
£5,380. 

From the Bank of England return for the week ending the 
1st of August, 1857, which we give below, it appears that the 
amount of notes in circulation is £19,905,980, being an in-- 
crease of £328,585, and the stock of bullion in both departments 
is £11,302,152, shewing a decrease of £370,826 when compared 
with the previous return. 

Advices from a part of the wine districts of France report the 
re-appearance of the vine disease in those vineyards where the 
use of sulphur was neglected. Nevertheless, a good vintage is 
expected, with quality equal to the wines of 1811. In the 
mean time prices decline in almost every market. The accounts 
from Burgundy are excellent, there are no complaints of disease. 
In the neighbourhood of Paris the grapes are magnificent, and 
abundant beyond example. 

The conclusions arrived at by Captain Douglas Galton, and 
his colleagues, relative to the main drainage of London, extend 
wonderfully the view of that subject both in regard to the time 
it will occupy and the cost it will involve. It is not only London, 
in its largest extent, which the conclusions of these gentlemen 
embrace; but also the districts adjacent to the metropolis, and 
the population of a large portion of the main valley of the 
Thames for which drainage is proposed to be provided, it being 
a fact that those districts have become saturated with sewage, 
and the streams throughout the country polluted by means of 
increasing and improving house-drainage, and now require, 
almost equally with London, to be purified. The prospective 
population of the metropolitan district, for which provision 
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should be made, is 3,578,089, and of the subsidiary districts, 
401,000, being a total prospective population of 3,979,089. 
The period of time to be allowed, considering the magnitude of 
the works, the peculiar difficulties of construction, and having a 
due regard to economy, should not be less than five years. It is 
concluded that the best outfall on the north side of the Thames 
is at a place between Mucking Lighthouse and Thames Haven, 
in Sea Reach, considerably below Gravesend, and the best outfall 
on the south side is Higham Creek, in the Lower Hope. The 
cost of these main outfall sewers will be £3,144,300; the cost 
of the internal system of intercepting sewers in the metropolitan 
district will be £2,292,965, and the total cost £5,437,265. 
The final conclusions are, that all towns and villages in the 
line of the main outfall sewers should discharge their sewage 
into these channels, instead of allowing it to pass through the 
marsh drains into the river, that these districts should con- 
tribute towards the cost, and that the Thames cannot be puri- 
fied by any less comprehensive plan than the one now sug- 
gested. 


~<— 
al 


English Funds. 
Tues. | Wed | Thur.| Fri. 
Bank Stock -sscsccsossessesee] see | 216 2159 17 2164 | 216} 


3 per Cent, Red. Ann. ...| 91} 90% | 90% 3 903 3 | 908 2 | 903 
3 per Cent, Cons. Ann....| 90§ 91) 90% | 90 90} | 903 $| 90% 











ENGLIsH FunpDs. Sat. | Mon. 





8 
New 3 per Cent. Ann....| 91% 91 91 90% 903 § | 903 # | 91d 
New 24 per Cent. Ann....|  ... eee ove eee ove ose 
5 per Cent. Annuities ...| ... eee ove ove ove eee 
Long Ann. cant Jan, 5, 





18 
a 30 ye (exp. mt 5, 





ei isnsavasvsesecbiobsivenp «| eee 18} ose ove ose 18} 
Indie Stock... 214 Pid one oso eee 215 
India Bonds (£1,000) «+.| 208, dis}... ese es  |228, dis./18s. dis, 
Do. (under £1,000) ...... «es 228, dis.|17s, dis}... dis ies 
Exch, Bills (£1,000) Mar./Is. dis.|1s. dis.j1s.ds.prj4s. dis.) par. par. 


————_—_—— June} ... eee eee ooo ae eco 
Exch. Bills (£500) Mar./1s. dis.|1s. dis|ls. pm./3s. dis.j/Is. p.m.| par. 
——_ June 








Exch. Bills (Small) Mar. 5s.ds.pr 4s. dis. p 2s,.pm 2s. pm. Qs. ‘pm. Qs. “tis. 
———_ June} ... oe. eon ose wea coe 

































































Exch. Bills Advertised...) ... eee eee eee one ooo 
Exch. Bonds, 1858, 3; 
POR CONE, visresscsvicccoass 98¢ 983 eve eee ooo ove 
Exch. Bonds, 1859, 3} 
re. oe ian cae 98¢ ene 
enoneeune Companies, 

Equity and Law 6 

7. and Scottish Law. 43 

Law Fire 4; 

Law Life 62 

Law Reversionary Interest 19 

Law Union par 

Legal and Commercial par 

Legal and General Life 63 

London and Provincial 23 

Medical, Legal, and General . ........ presesecacoseovensens .- par 

Solicitors’ and General par 

Railway Stock. 
Railways. Sat. Mon, | Tues, | Wed. | Thur. | Fri. 

Bristol and Exeter coo] ove oss owe seo ove oes 
Caledonian ... 4% 4 | 773 77) 4 77k =| 773 4 | 773 Z 
Chester and Holy head...| ..- oe 363 35} 35} ate 
East Anglian... ... oes eee 203 one ove eee 
Eastern Union "A stock . oes con ove eee eco ove 
East Lancashire ... ...| os ove eco ove eee ove 
Edinburgh and Glasgow; ... ove eco ove ove ove 
Edin., Perth. & Dundee.; 34% mie one 34} 3% pete 
Glasgow & South Western] ... eee ase eee ooo eos 
Great Northern... aes 973 97% 98 98 98} 
Gt. South & West. (Ire). sal ae one 1023 one 102} 
Great Western... ...| 64% 63} | 63 623/62 61Z | 614 § | 60% 3 
Lancashire & Yorkshire . 100 100} {1003 3 | 1003 | 1003 994 
Lon., Brighton, & §. Coast} ... 107} |1063 xdj107$ xd}105 x. d/105 x.d. 


London & North Western) 103% 103 102% 3 1022 103 | 1023 3 
London and S. Western .| 99} 98¢ 982 98} 973 | 973 = 
Man., Shef., and Lincoln} 44 xd. |43% xd.} 43 x.d.} 43 x.d.] 43 x.d./43} x.d. 
Midland ... .. 84g | 84 | 833 3 84g 
INOrMolk, 200 cco cee onel G4G eee 64 eee ove 643 


North British... ... 46 eee 46 46 ove 46} 
North Eastern (@Berw ick) 95 95 94% 1933 943) 95 coe 
North London yk a ser as dee aS oth 
Oxford, Wore. & Wolv. -| 343 34} mS 34 34 334 
Scottish Central ... ove ove 105 ave ove ooo 
Scot.N.E. Aberdeen Stock ove eco ove oon ove ove 


Shropshire Union... ...| «+ coe 48} ove eee 49 
South-Eastern ... ...| 743 oss oe oe tee 74 
South-Wales .. s+ se} 92 92 sins 91g | 914 | 91g 























Bank of England, 


AN ACCOUNT, PURSUANT TO THE ACT 7TH AND 8TH VICTORIA, C. 32, FOR 
THE WEEK ENDING ON SATURDAY, THE IST DAY OF AUGUST, 1857. 
Issu—E DuPARTMENT. 


£ £ 
25,135,380 | Government Debt . 11,015,100 








Notes issued . ° 
Other Securities . - 3,459,900 
Gold Coin and we. 11,660,380 
Silver Bullion eco 
£25,135,380 £25,135,380 
BANKING DEPARTMENT. ‘ 
Proprietors’ Capital. . 14,553,000| Government Securities 
est (lw . . 3,536,903 (incl. Dead Weight 
Public Deposits (includ- Annuity) - 10,596,081 
ing Exchequer, Say- Other Securities . 18,217,524 
ings’ Banks, Commis- Notes . . ° + 5,229,400 
sioners of National Gold and Silver Coin . 641,772 
Debt, and Dividend 
Accounts) . 2 5,365,317 
Other Deposits . 10,463,068 
Seven day & other Bills 766,489 
£34,684,777 £34,684,777 





Dated the 6th day of Aug., 1857. M. MArsHatt, Chief Cashier, 





London chasettes, 


COMMISSIONER TO ADMINISTER OATHS IN CHANCERY. 
Fripay, Aug. 7, 1857. 


BELL, Joun LEONARD, Gent., Bourn, Lincolnshire. 


PERPETUAL Cee oe een FOR TAKING ACKNOWLEDG- 
MENTS OF MARRIED WOMEN. 
TuESDAY, Aug. 4, 1857. 
HvsBarp, WILLIAM, Gent., Rugby ; for the county of Warwick.—July 25. 
JAMES, JOHN, Gent., Wrexham, Denbighshire; for the counties of Den- 
bigh and Flint.—July 14. 
Lott, THomas, Gent., Bow-la.; for the City of London.—July 21. 
Lox.ey, Joun, Gent., Cheapside; for the city of London, county of Mid- 
dlesex, and city and liberties of Westminster.—July 21. 
PuHILuips, WILLIAM, Gent., York; for the city of York and Ainsty.— 
July 25. 
THURSFIELD, JoHN Hunt, Gent., Wednesbury, Staffordshire; for the 
counties of Stafford, Warwick, Salop, and Worcester.—July 24. 


Fripay, Aug. 7, 1857. 

GEpYE, Nicuonas, Gent., Twickenham, Middlesex; for the county of 
Middlesex and city and liberties of Westminster.—July 22. 

Hepees, Joun Krrsy, Gent., Wallingford, Berks; for the counties of 
Berks and Oxford.—July 23. 

HoLLinGswortH, NATHANIEL, Gent., Gresham-st. ; forthe city of London. 
—July 21. 

PrREscoTT, GEORGE WILLIAM, Gent., Stourbridge, Worcestershire; for 
the counties of Worcester, Stafford, and Warwick.—July 24. 


COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS. 
TUESDAY, Aug. 4, 1857. 

CHAFFERS, ALEXANDER, Solicitor, 43 Bedford-row, has been appointed by 
the Supreme Court of New South Wales a Commissioner of that Court, 
for taking affidavits and examining witnesses at law sf in equity in all 
proceedings pending or to arise in that Court.—May 21 


Bankrupts, 
Turspay, Aug. 4, 1857. 


BENTHAM, Henry Aptuorp (and not Henry Althorpe Bentham, as adver- 
tised in last Friday’s Gazette), Shipowner, Sunderland, Aug. 13, at 12, 
and Sept. 16, at 12.30; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. 
Ellison. Off. Ass. Baker. Sols, Ranson & Son, Sunderland. Pet. July 28. 

CLAYTON, THomas, & THomas Sanpers, Slaters, Liverpool. Aug. 14 
and Sept. 4, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Stevenson. Off. Ass. Bird. Sol. 
Ewer, Liverpool. Pet. Aug. 1. 

COLLETT, Martin, Miller, Stanley Downton, Leonard Stanley, Glou- 
cestershire. Aug. 17 and Sept. 14, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. Off. Ass. 
Miller. Sols, Edwards & Freston, Stroud; or Abbott & Lucas, Bristol. 
Pet, July 22. 

DANIEL, Josern, Builder, Manchester. Aug. 20 and Sept. 10, at 12; 
Manchester. Off. Ass. Hernaman. Sol. Etty, Liverpool. Pet. July 4. 

DAVIS, Wittram, & Witi1amM Henry Davis (W. Davis & Son), Drapers, 
Haverfordwest. Aug. 18 and Sept. 15, at 11; Bristol Com. Hill. 
Of. Ass. Acraman. Sols, Ashurst, Son, & Morris, 6 Old Jewry; or 
Bevan & Girling, Small-st., Bristol. Pet. July 22. 

DICKSON, JouN, Warehouseman, 48 Bread-st. Aug. 17, at 12.30, and 
Sept. 21, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Of. ‘Ass. 5 ae Sol. 
Mardon, Christchureh- chambers, 99 Newgate-st. Pet. Aug. 1 

FOOT, JOSEPH, Builder, Alma-pl, Plymouth, Aug. 10, at 10, and Sept. 7, 
at i; Atheneum, Plymouth. Com. Bere. Of. Ass. Hirtzel. Sols. 
Whiteford, Bennett, & Tucker, Plymouth; or Stogdon, Exeter. Pet. 


Aug. 1. 

HAWLEY, Tuomas, Grocer, 221 Blackfriars-rd.; Clements-inn-passage, 
Strand; 27 King’s-rd., Chelsea; and 97 Crawford-st., Marylebone. 
Aug. 17, at 11.30, and Sept. 15, at 11; Basinghall-st. Com, Goulburn. 
Off. Ass. Nicholson. Sols, Lawrence, ’Plews, & Boyer, 14 Old Jewry 
Chambers. et. July 31. 

KIRKHAM, Joun (Kirkham & Co.), Ironfounder, Bridge-rd., Battersea, 
Surrey. Aug. 14 and Sept. 11, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. 

Of. Ass. Cannan. Sol, Chauntler, 8 Gray’ ‘s-inn-sq. Pet, Aug. 3. 
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LANCASTER, Henry, Ironmaster, Walsall, seenee. Aug. 14, at 
10, and Sept. 3, at 11.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy. Off. Ass. Whit- 
more. Sols, Hayes, Wolverhampton ; or Hodgson & Allen, Birming- 
ham. Pet. July 24. 

METCALFE, WiLi1am Toomas, Draper, Great Driffield and Bridlington, 
Yorkshire. Aug. 26, and Sept. 23, at 12; Townhall, Kingston-upon- 
Hull. Com. Ayrton. Off. Ass. Carrick. Sols. Collinson, Gt. Driffield ; 
or England & Saxelbye, Hull. Peé. July 31. 

OAKES, Wit11am, Edge-tool Manufacturer, Sheffield. Aug. 15 and Sept. 
19, at 10; Council- hall, Sheffield. Com. West. Off. Ass. Brewin. Sols. 
Gould & ‘Son, Sheffield. Pet, July 31. 

STEPHENSON, Joseru, Innkeeper, Winterton, Lincolnshire. Aug. 19 and 
Sept. 9, at 12; Town-hall, Kingston-upon-Hull. Com. Ayrton. Off. Ass. 
Carrick. Sols. Levett & Champney, Hull. Pet. July 18. 

WINNING, WiL.1Am, Smallware Manufacturer, Wirksworth, Derbyshire. 
Aug. 18, and Sept. 15, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. Com. Balguy. 
Off. ‘Ass. Harris, Sols. Stone, Wirksworth ; or Bowley & Ashwell, Not- 
tingham. Pet. July 31. 

WOLSTENCROFT, S aeoll Septimus, Logwood Grinder, Middleton, Lan- 
eashire. Aug. 14 and Sept. 4, at 12; Manchester. Of Ass. Herna- 

man. Sol. Atherton, King-st., Manchester. Pet. Aug. 1 

WRIGHT, Witt1aAm WILD, Grocer, Stockport, Cheshire. Aug. 14 and 
Sept. 4, at 12; Manchester. Off. Ass. Hernaman. Sol. Sutton, Mars- 
den-st., Manchester. Pet. July 22. 

Fripay, Aug. 7, 1857. 

ALDRIDGE, James WirisHer, Corn Merchant, Witham, Essex: Aug. 25, 
at 11.30, and Sept. 29, at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Holroyd. Off. Ass. 
Edwards. Sols. Pownall, Son, & Cross, Staple-inn, London; or New- 
man & Harper, Hadleigh, Suffolk. Pet. July 29. 

BANVARD, Jouy, Brewer and Licensed Victualler, Royal Sovereign 
Inn, Shoreham, Sussex Aug. 20 and Sept. 12, at 11; Basinghall-st. 
Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Cannan. Sols. Lawrance, Plews, & Boyer, 14 
Old Jewry-chambers, Old Jewry. Pet. Aug. 5. 

BURGESS, Samvuet, Salt Manufacturer, Wharton, Cheshire. Aug. 19 
and Sept. 14, at 11; Liverpool. Com. Perry. Off. Ass. Morgan. Sol. 
Snowball, Liverpool. Pet. July 30. 

DANCYGER, Lewis, Cabinet-maker, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Aug. 14 
and Sept. 16, at 11.30; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. 
Ellison. Off. Ass. Baker. Sols. Hodge & Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Pet. July 30. 

FARR, Jonn, Ironmonger, Castle-st., Bristol. Aug. 19 and Sept. 22, at 
11; Bristol. Com. Hill. Of. Ass. Miller. Sol. Hinton, Bristol. Pet. 
Aug. 3. 

HOBSON, Jonn Overton, Corn Merchant, Long Sutton, Lincolnshire. 
Aug. 18 and Sept. 15, at 10.30; Shirehall, Nottingham. Com. Balguy. 
Off. Ass. Harris. Sol. Coope, Nottingham. Pet. Aug. 4. 

STERN, Asner, Waterproofer and Clothier, 6 George-st., Minories, and 
26 Gt. St. Helens, now a prisoner in Debtors’ Prison for London, 
Aug. 20, at 1, and Sept. 12, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. 
Say Whitmore. Sols. Lloyd & Rule, 26 Milk-st., Cheapside. Pet. 
July 28. 

THOMPSON, GrorcE, Corn Dealer, 6 Barnsbury-st., Islington, and 16 
Chichester-pl., Gray’s-inn-rd. Aug. 17, at 2, and Sept. 21, at 12; Ba- 
singhall-st. Com. Goulburn. Off. Ass. Nicholson. Sol. Smith, 13 Token- 
house-yd. Pet. July 25. 

WHITE, Evmunp (M. White & Son), New Corn Exchange, Mark-la., 
Pheenix Wharf, Stratford, Essex, and Globe-wharf, Wapping. Aug, 20, 
at 11, and Sept. 12, at 12; Basinghall-st. Com. Fane. Off. Ass. Whit- 
more. Sols. Messrs. Hilleary, 5 Fenchurch-bldgs., Fenchurch-st. Pet. 


Aug. § 

WOOSTER, Trmotny, Seedsman, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire. Aug. 
24 and Sept. 21, at 11; Bristol. Com. Hill. Off. Ass. Acraman. Sols. 
Marshall, Cheltenham ; or Abbott & Lucas, Albion-chambers, Bristol. 


Pet. July 30. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Aug. 4, 1857. 

DERBYSHIRE, RicHaRD (Wilson & Derbyshire), Provision Merchant, 

Liverpool. July 30. 
PaLMER, JOHN, Pinmaker, Broad-st., Birmingham; in partnership with 

Oliver Gaishford Blackham (Palmer & Blackham). July 24. 

Fripay, Aug. 7, 1857. 

BurFIELD, WILLIAM, Ironmonger, Blaenavon, Monmouthshire. Aug. 3. 


MEETINGS. 
TUESDAY, Aug. 4, 1857. 

Fox, Sir Cnartes, & Joun HENDERSON, Engineers, London Works, 
Smethwick, Staffordshire; 8 New-st., Spring-gardens, Westminster; and 
Fore-st., Limehouse, Aug. 14, at 10.30; Birmingham. Com. Balguy 
Prf. Debts. 

Hatiivey, AntHony, & RicHarD HALuitEy, Calico Printers, Wigton, 
Cumberland. Aug. 27, at 11.30; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Com. Ellison. Final Div. 

Mostey, Epwrn, Goldbeater, 5 ae Bloomsbury. Aug. 22, at 12; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. v. 

ScHeNK, WILLiam, Merchant, Royal-exchange-bldgs., Cornhill; Port 
Wallace, Nova Scotia; and St. John’s, Newfoundland. Aug. 25, at 2; 
Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. Div. 


Fripay, Aug. 7, 1857. 

Brown, Jonn Henry, jun. (Brown, Brothers, & Co.),.Commission Mer- 
chant, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Aug. 20, at 11; Royal-arcade, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Com, Ellison. (By adj. from ‘Tuly 14) Last Ex. 

Hansury, JONATHAN, Grocer, Matfield-green, Brenchley, Kent. Aug. 17, 
at 1; Basinghall-st. Com. Goulburn. Last Ex. 

ROBERTSON, Henry, Commission Agent, 3 St. Michael’s-alley, Cornhill. 
Aug. 10, at 2; Basinghall-st. Com. Fonblanque. (By adj. from June 
23) Last Ex. 

Wana, Lorens ToEopor, Timber Merchant, Sunderland. Aug. 18, at 11; 
Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Com. Ellison. Last Ex. 

DIVIDENDS. 
TUESDAY, Aug. 4, 1857. 

ArcHEeR, Jonny, Broker, Liverpool. Second, 3d. Cazenove, 11 Eldon- 
chambers, South John-st., Liverpool; any Thursday, 11 to 2. 

BELLAMY, JOHN VALLANCE, "Wine and Spirit Merchant, Sheffield. Second, 
Is. 34d, and first and second, 7s. 114d. cA new proofs, Brewin, 11 St. 
James’s-st., Sheffield; any Tuesday, 11 to 





Brewnine, Witt1aM (Benning & Co.), Law Bookseller, Fleet-st. Sixth, 
4d. Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st.; on Wednesday next, or any Wednes- 
day after Oct. 19, 11 to 3. 

Binns, JOSHUA, Cotton Manufacturer, Dukinfield. First, 2s. 8$d. Herna- 
man, 69 Princess-st., Manchester; any Tuesday after Oct. 5, 10 to 1. 

Crivrin, Joun, Ferry Proprietor, Liverpool. Second, Id. ‘Cazenove, ll 
Eldon-chambers, South John-st., Liverpool; any Thursday, 11 to 2. 

EL.is, E>warpD Frrain, Stockbroker, Hendon, Middlesex, and Royal Ex- 
change-bldgs., London. First, 5s. Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st.; on 
Wednesday next, or any Wednesday after Oct. 19, 11 to 3. 

Firtn, Currrorp, Broker, Liverpool. Second, 2s. 6d. Cazenove, 11 
Eldon-chambers, South John-st., Liverpool; any Thursday, 11 to 2. 

GRAHAM, WALTER, Draper, Blackburn. Second, 8d. Pott, 7 Charlotte- 
st., Manchester; any Tuesday after Oct. 5, 11 to 1. 

Harrison, Henry, Tailor, Sheffield. First, 3s. 6d. Brewin, 11 St. James’s- 
st., Sheffield; any Tuesday, 11 to 2. 

Heernsorrom, WiLt1aM Howarp, Hosier, Manchester. First, 12s. 9d. 
Hernaman, 69 Princess-st., Manchester; any Tuesday after Oct. 5, 10 
to 1. 

HueuHespon, JosepH, & ALEXANDER Mackay (Hughesdon Brothers), 
Merchants and Agents, Chundernagore, East Indies. Third, 1} per Cent. 
Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st.; on Wednesday next, or any Wednesday 
after Oct. 19, 11 to 3. 

Kinton, Jonn, Builder, Coventry. First, 14d. Any Thursday, 11 to 3. 

Lapp, Joun, Builder, Liverpool. First, 2s. 6d. Turner, 53 South John- 
st., Liverpool; any Wednesday, 11 to 2. 

Lryroot, Bensamiy, Builder, Mansfield, Notis. First, 6d. On the three 
following Mondays after Oct. 5, 11 to 3. 

Marks, Aaron, & Nanum Satamon, Merchants, Sheffield. Second, 
pt first and second, 1s. 055.4. on new proofs. Brewin, 11 St. James’s-st., 
Sheffield; any Tuesday, 11 to 2. 

MarsHALL, Joun (Gt. Western Coal Co.), Coal Merchant, Reading, and 
other places. First, 2s. Whitmore, 2 Basinghall-st. ; on Wednesday next, 
or any Wedaesday after Oct. 19, 11 to 3. 

PorTER, ELEANOR, Grocer, High-st., Newmarket. First, 1s. 4d. Whit- 
more, 2 Basinghall-st.; on Wednesday next, or any Wednesday after 
Oct. 19, 11 to 3. 

Scaire, Francis, Cutlery Manufacturer, Sheffield. Second, 2$d., first and 
second, 2s. 33d. on new proofs. Brewin, 11 St. James’s-st., Sheffield ; 
any Tuesday, 11 to 2. 

ScHOFIELD, JAMES, Tailor, Ashton-under-Lyne. First, 3s.0}d. Pott, 7 
Charlotte-st., Manchester; any Tuesday after Oct. 5, 11 to 1. 

SHANNON, JAMES, Draper, Liverpool. First, 2s. 6d. Cazenove, 11 Eldon- 
chambers, South John-st., Liverpool; any Thursday, 11 to 2. 

SsitH, Witt1aM, Licensed Victualler and Confectioner, Mansfield, Notts. 
First, 5s. Aug. 3, or three following Mondays after Oct. 5, 11 to 3. 

Warwick, CHARLES, Commission Agent, Manchester. First, ls. ld. 
Hernaman, 69 Princess-st., Manchester ; any Tuesday after Oct. 5, 10 
tol. 

WHEELER, Henry, Painter, Derby. First, 8s. Aug. 3, or three following 
Mondays after Oct. 5, 11 to 3., 

Witson, KNOWLTON, Surgeon, a First, 4s. Brewin, 11 St. James’s- 
st., Sheffield; any Tuesday, 11 to 2 

Woop, ALFRED CHARLES, Linendraper, Pershore, Worcestershire. First, 
5s. 10d. Christie, 37 Waterloo-st., Birmingham ; any Thursday, except 
between Aug. 8 and Oct. 5, 11 to 3. 

Fripay, Aug. 7, 1857. 
Stacey, THomas, Coal Master, Eckington, Derbyshire. First, 6d. Fraser. 
45 George-st., Manchester; Oct. 13, or any subsequent Tuesday, 11 to 1, 
CERTIFICATES. 
To be ALLOWED, unless Notice be given, and Cause shown on Day of Meeting. 
TuEspAY, Aug. 4, 1857. 

ANDLEY, WILiiaAmM, Auctioneer, Newcastle-under-Lyne, Staffordshire. 
Sept. 4, at 10; Birmingham. 

Coutprey, SAMUEL, Lime, Brick, and Cement Merchant, Flower Wharf, 
Stainsby-rd., Limehouse. Aug. 27, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

FLEMING, JOHN, Nautical Instrument Manufacturer, 9 High-st., Wapping. 
Aug. 26, at 1.30; Basinghall-st. 

Gittins, GEoRGE, Ironmonger, 6 Hart-st., Grosvenor-sq. Aug. 26, at 1; 
Basinghall-st. 

HoCueEk, Joun ELPHINSTONE FaTQua, otherwise John Elphinstone Milton, 
Maker and Vendor of Paint, Nortons Lingfield, Surrey ; late of 29 New 
Bridge-st., Blackfriars, and of Greenwich. Aug. 26, at 2; Basinghall-st. 

KegIiesLey, WiLL1aM, SUGDEN KEIGHLEY, & JosepH KEIGHLEY, Worsted 
Manufacturers, Keighley, Yorkshire. Aug. 31, at 11; Commercial- 
bldgs., Leeds. 

Kemp, THomas REGINALD, & GEorGE CLAY, Bill Brokers, 7 Nicholas-la., 
Lombard-st. Sept. 1, at 12; Basinghall-st. 

Lawton, Exisan, Cotton Waste Dealer, Manchester. Aug. 26, at 12; 
Manchester. 

Linvop, WILLA, Miller, New-rd., Talk o’ Th’ Hill, Staffordshire. Oct 
5, at 10; Birmingham. 

Prince, Jonny, JonN THurMAN, & WILLIAM PALMER, Lace Manufac- 
turers, Nottingham. Sept. 15, at 10.30; Shire-hall, Nottingham. 

Remineton, Henry (H. Remington & Co.), Gas Fitter, 5 Railway-pl, 
Fenchurch-st. Sept.1, at 2; Basinghall-st. 

Rowe, THomas, & JoHN WALTER IRENERY, Ironmongers, Lincoln. Sept. 
2, at 12; Townhall, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Tuomas, THOMAS JAMES (Thomas Thomas), Carpenter, Cardiff, Glamor- 
ganshire. Sept. 22, at 11; Bristol 

THRELFALL, WILLIAM, Iron Merchant, Preston, Lancashire. Aug. 25, at 
12; Manchester. 

Tyers, WILLiaM, Joiner and Builder, Nottingham. Sept. 15, at 10.30; 
Shirehall, Nottingham. 

Wine, Cuarves, Apothecary, North End, Fulham. Aug. 27, at 11.30; 
Basinghall-st. 

Fray, Aug. 7, 1857. 

Atkinson, Ropert (trading under the name of M. Green), Draper, 
Hendon-rd., Sunderland. Aug. 28, at 11.30; Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
BrouGHTON, CHARLES WortTeERs, Tailor, 16 Southampton-st., Covent- 

gdn. Aug. 28, at 11; Basinghall-st. 

CaRLEss, JOHN, Innkeeper, Laburnham Inn, Barton-ter., Gloucestershire. 
Sep 8, at 11; Bristol. 

Exsam, EpwarpD (Elsam & Brother), Merchant, Liverpool, and at Bom- 
bay. Aug. 27, at 11; Liverpool. 

a CHARLES, Haberdasher, Birmingham. Aug. 28, at 10; Bir- 
mingham. 
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Gomer, Ricuarp, Dealer in Fancy Goods, Castle-st., Dudley, Worcester- 
shire. Sept. 4, at 10; Birmingham. i 

Kyapp, James NELSON, Sail Maker, Newport, Monmouthshire. Sept. 8, 
at 11; Bristol 

Lopce, WaLTER, Cloth Manufacturer, Castle-hill, Almondbury, and Hud- 
dersfield. Sept. 7, at 11; Commercial-bldgs., Leeds. 

Morris, W1L1.1AM, Grocer, Liverpool. Aug. 31, at 11; Liverpool. 

Reay, WILLIAM. Corn and Provision Dealer, 39 Worcester-st., Birming- 
ham. Sept. 4, at 10; Birmingham. 

Roserts, WILLIAM FLETCHER, Apothecary, Moreton-in-the-Marsh, Glou- 
cester. Sept 8, at 11; Bristol. 

Row inson, KicHarp, Ship Owner, Liverpool. Aug. 31, at 12; Liverpool. 

Srrance, Epwarp, Draper, Swindon, Wilts. Sept. 15, at 11; Bristol. 

WILKINsoN, JoHN, Railway Contractor, Sittingbourne, Kent, in copart- 
nership with John Waldron; also with Willlam Ashdown, Burgess-hill, 
near Brighton, as Brickmakers. Aug. 29, at 11.30; Basinghall-st. 

Younc, Rozert Swan, Tea Dealer, West Hartlepool, Durham. Aug. 28. 
at 12.30; Royal-arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

To be DELIVERED, unless APPEAL be duly entered. 
TuEsDay, Aug. 4, 1857. 

Baxter, GEorGr, & GEoRGE Toone, Dyers, Nottingham. 
class. 

Caplin, MarmaDuKE, Auctioneer, Kingston-upon-Hull, July 29, 3rd 
class, 

Cunpy, Samvuert TansLey, Statuary and Stone Mason, Belgrave-wharf, 
Lower Belgrave-pL, Pimlico. July 30, Ist class. 

FRANGHIADI, GEORGE ConsTANTIN, Merchant, Gresham-house, Old Broad- 
st. July 28, Ist class. 

Hupp.eston, Mary, & THomas HuppLeston, Cabinetmakers, formerly 
of Nassua-st., now of 16 Berners-st., Oxford-st. July 27, 2nd class. 
= Joun, Stove, Grate, and Fender Manufacturer, Derby. July 28, 

st class, 
’ Moopy, Caanves, Saw and File Maker, 128 Queen-st., Portsea. July 30, 
Ist class. 

PERVANOGLU, JoHN ADos, Merchant, 11 Union-ct., Old Broad-st. 
28, 3rd class, 

WitHErs, W1iLL1AM SHELDON, Miller, Mansfield, Notts, July 28, 3rd class, 
after a suspension of six months. 

Frimay, Aug. 7, 1857. 

CaRRIER, THoxs, General Dealer, Wolverhampton, Staffordshire. 
31, 3rd class, 

CHADWICK, BENJAMIN, 
July 31, Ist class. 

CrowTHER, ANTHONY, & WILLIAM CrowTHER, Curriers, Huddersfield. 
July 31, 3rd class; subject to a suspension for six calendar months. 

—~ Witt1aM Joun, Bedding Manufacturer, Leeds. Aug. 4, 3rd 
class. 

Horr, Henry Avaustus, Hay Salesman, 60 West-st., Smithfield, and 13 
Oxford-rd., Islington. July 28, 3rd class; having been suspended six 
months from passing last ex. 

Irons, THomas Epwarps, Timber Dealer, Queen's-rd., Reading, Berks. 
- 28, 3rd class; having been suspended one year from passing 
ast ex.. 

Pacry, GrorGE, Merchant, Stafford-st., Liverpool, and Reservoir-rd., 
Birmingham. July 27, 3rd class. 

Rosinson, JOHN, & CHARLES Rosrnson, Woollen Cloth Merchants, Leeds. 
July 31, 3rd class. 

os, Epwanp, & Reuben TEALL, Boat Builders, Leeds. July 31, 2nd 
class. 

Tuomas, JonnN GrEoRGE, Damask Manufacturer, Ilingworth, Halifax, 
Yorkshire. July 31, 3rd class. 

Watkins, JOHN, Shoe-maker, Crickhowell, Brecon. Aug. 3, 2nd class. 

Warp, GEorGE, Licensed Victualler, Liverpool. July 30, 2nd class; sub- 
ject to a suspension of four calendar months. 


Professional Partnership Bissoloev. 
Frmay, Aug. 7, 1857. 
WHITEFORD, CHARLES CoBLEY, JOHN NiIcHOLAS BrennetT, & HENRY 
TUCKER, Attorneys-at-Law and Solicitors, Plymouth; as concerns H. 
Tucker, by mutual consent. Aug. 5. 


Assiquments for Benefit of Crevitars. 
TvuEspAyY, Aug. 4, 1857. 

AsHMAN, THOMAS NATHANIEL, Currier, Yeovil, Somersetshire. July 15. 
Trustees, W. F. Patient, Tanner, Bermondsey; S. F. Cox, Tanner, 
Bristol. Sol. Watts, Yeovil. 

EAGLFSFIELD, ‘THOMAS ComBER, Butcher, Atherston, Warwickshire. July 
11. Trustees, C. Mellar, Farmer, Atherstone; E. Eaton, Farmer, Ratcliff 
Culey, Leicestershire. Sol. Hubbard, Rugby. 

Frinay, Aug. 7, 1857. 

Brown, Danie, Baker, Langley, Herts. July 10. Trustees, W. Webb, 
Gent., Knebworth, Herts; T. Briden, Draper, Stevenage, Herts. Cre- 
ditors to execute deed or assent thereto on or before July 10. Sol. All- 
dritt, Luton. 

CoLE, THomas, Painter, West Teignmouth, Devon. July 26. Zrustees, 
T. Rowe, Oil and Colourman, High-st., Exeter; W. Cotton, Builder, 
East Teignmouth. Sol. Templar, Fore-st., West Teignmouth. 

Forster, Epwarp, Cattle-dealer, Gilling, Yorkshire. July 11. Zrustees, 
M. Horsley, Farmer, Layton-fields-house, East Layton; M. Greathead, 
Farmer, Feldom, Marske. Creditors to execute on or before Sept. 
21. Sol. Hunton, Richmond, Yorkshire. 

Goopison, Joun, Brush Manufacturer, Leeds, July 20. Trustees, J. N. 
Dickinson, Brush Manufacturer, Leeds; J. S. Crosland, Cabinetmaker, 
Leeds. Creditors to execute indenture on or before Oct. 20. Sols. 
Bond & Barwick, 17 Albion-st., Leeds. 

Nanson, Epwarp (Nanson & Co.), Brewer, Sheffield (a person of unsound 
mind). July 10. W. Brewer, Cottonspinner, Manchester, is appointed by 
the Lords Justices to execute the indenture on his behalf. rustees, 
J. H. Barber, Manager of the Sheffield Banking Company, Sheffield; 
J. Fowler, Ironfounder, Sheffield. So/. Furniss, 29 Church-st., Sheffield, 

OpcGeERs, JamMEs, Waterproof Clothing Manufacturer, Plymouth. July 24. 
Trustee, W. W. Snell, Merchant, Plymoutli. Creditors te come in and 
execute indenture on or before Oct. 24. Sol. Elworthy, 6 Courtenay- 
st., Plymouth. 

Tuompsom, Epwarp. Innkeeper, Water-end, Hemel Hempstead, Herts. 
July 11. Zrustee, J. Cross, Hemel Hempstead. Creditors to execute 
on or before Oct. 11. Sols. F. & H. Day, Hemel Hempstead. 


July 28, 2nd 


July 


July 


Chronometer and Watch-maker, Liverpool. 








WisHEak, Francis Mortey, ‘ Milliner, Louth, Lincolnshire. July 31, 
Y'rustee, 'T. Ranshan, Draper, Louth. Creditors to execute indent 
or by letter assent to the provisions thereof, on or before Oct. 10 next, 
Sols. Ingoldby & Bell, Louth. 


Crevitors unver Estates in Chancery. 
TuEsDAY, Aug. 4, 1857. 

Brereton, ANN (who died on April 10, 1857), Spinster, 24 Ashley-pL, 
Pimlico. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Oct, 
30, at V. C. Wood's Chambers, 

Canning, ATHALIAH (who died in Feb, 1837), Widow, Newport, Essex, 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts or claims on or before Noy. 
7, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

CLoacc, Jonn (who died in Nov. 1852), Merchant, West Looe, Cornwall. 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Noy. 12, at 
Master of the Roils’ Chambers. 

DEVAYNES, WILLIAM (who died in Jersey, in Mar. 1841), Gent., late of 
Liverpool, afterwards of Jersey. Creditors to come in and prove their 
claims on or before Nov. 7, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Hapvon, Jonn (who died in Feb. 1855), Printer, Castle-st. and Taber. 
nacle-walk, Finsbury, and of Hawley-pl, Camden-town, Middlesex, 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 16, at 
V. C. Stuart's Chambers. 

Massey, BensamiIn (who died on Mar. 17, 1857), Gent., Queen's-rd., St. 
John's-wood. Creditors to come in and prove their debts or claims 
on or before Oct. 30, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Rieey, James (who died in Dec. 1830), Architect, Wensley, Yorkshire, 
Creditors to come in and prove their claims on or before Oct. 30, at 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Spence, Jonn (who died in the Mauritius, in Oct. 1853), late Major in the 
5th Regt. of Foot. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on 
or before Noy. 16, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers, 

Frivay, Aug. 7, 1857. 

Busu, Henry (who died in Feb. 1857), Esq., Litfield House, Clifton, Bristol. 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 10, at 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

BurieR, GEORGE (who died in Jan. 1857), late of the Ordnance Office, 
and of Albany-st., Regent’s-park. Creditors to come in and prove 
their debts or claims on or before Nov. 4, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

Fir2GERALD THomas (who died on Jan. 4, 1349), Carpenter, 33 George- 
st., Saint Giles. Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or 
before Nov. 2, at V. C. Wood's Chambers. 

Kinc. Tomas (who died in Aug. 1855), Ironmonger and Farmer, Ems- 
worth, Warblington, Southampton. Creditors to come in and prove 
their debts on or before Nov. 2, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Poot, Wi1Lt1AM (who died in March, 1843), Jun., Haberdasher, late of 
Bridgewater, Somersetshire. Creditors and incumbrancers to come 
in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 5, at V. C. Stuart's Chambers, 

Rmett, Henry (who died in Feb. 1844), Job Master, 56 New Bond-st. 
Creditors to come in and prove their debts on or before Nov. 12, at 
V. C. Stuart’s Chambers, 

Rivers, DowaceR Lapy. Incumbrancers on £98,574 16s. 9d. Bank 
Three per Cent. Annuities, standing in the name of the Accountant, 
General, to come in and prove their claims on or before Oct. 13, at 
Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. 

Stitrs, Wi-L1am (who died in April, 1857), Coppersmith, 23 Lisle-st, ~ 
Leicester-sq. Creditors to come in and prove their claims on or before © 
Nov. 1, at V. C. Stuart’s Chambers. 

TWEEDALE, JOuN (who died in Jan. 1846), Cotton Spinner, Mount Cottage, 
Lower Fold, Kochdale, Lancashire. Creditors to come in and prove © 
their debts on or before Oct. 29, at Master of the Rolls’ Chambers. j 

WALKER, Mary (who died in Dec. 1854), Northampton. Creditors to © 
come in and prove their debts on or before Sep. 18, at V. C. Wood's 
Chambers. é 

Wiinding-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
TurspayY, Aug. 4, 1857. ‘ 

GeNERAL Live Stock Insurance Company.—The Master of the Rolls ~ 
peremptorily orders a call of £1 10s. per share to be made on all j 
contributories ; and that each contributory, on Aug. 12, at noon, pay to © 
Mr. W. Turquand, 13 Old Jewry-chambers, the balance (if any) which © 
shall be due from such contributory after debiting his account in the © 
Company’s books with such call. 

Irish Peat Company.—A petition for the dissolution and winding-up of 7 
this Company was, on July 30, presented to the Lord Chancellor in ~ 
England by John Ellis Clowes, and will be heard at V. C. Wood's 
Chambers on Aug. 14.—So/s. Clowes, Son, & Hickley, 10 King’s Bench- 
walk, Temple. i 

St. DENNIS Consors Cain Clay Works AND Tin Mine.—V. C. Wood © 
orders a call of 10s. per share to be made on all the contributories; — 
and that each contributory; on or before Aug. 11, pay to Mr. W. Tur- 7 
quand, 13 Old Jewry-chambers, the balance (if any) which will be | 
due from him after debiting his account in the Company's books with 
such call. ' 

St. GEorGE Beyerit Burtpine Socirty.—This Company is ordered to be 7 
dissolved from July 25, and wound up, by V. C. Kindersley. 


Scotch Hequestrations. , 
TuEspayY, Aug. 4, 1857. ; 

Bropie, Joux, Baker, Greenock, and Farmer at Campbeltown, and — 
partner of the Bakers’ Mill Co. Aug. 7, at 12; Tontine Hotel, Greenock. 
Seg. July 29. ; 

Kerr, ANDREW, Coal Agent, Glasgow. Aug. 8, at 2; Waverley Hotel, 18 ~ 
George-sq., Glasgow. Seg. July 30. 

M‘DonaLp, Davip, Farmer, Deanhead, Dunfermline, Aug, 11, at 12; 
Aitken’s Royal Hotel, Dunfermline. Seg. July 17. 

: Fripay, Aug. 4, 1857, 

Borp, James, Commission Merchant, Glasgow. 
Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seg. Aug. 4. 

Dovetas, Joun, Wright and Joiner, Glasgow, deceased. Aug. 11, at 12; 
Crow Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seg. Aug. 3. 

JAMIESON, JOHN, Wood Engraver and Hotel Keeper, High-st., Edinburgh. 
Aug. 13; at 2; Cranston’s Waverley Hotel, Princes-st., Edinburgh 
Seq. Aug. 3. 

Kerr, James, Paint and Colour Manufacturer, West-st., Glasgow. Aug: 
13, at 2; Globe Hotel, George-sq., Glasgow. Seg. Aug. 1. 

Murray, ABRAM GRay, & MATTHEW Murray Stuart, Printers and Pul- 
lishers, 75 Princes-st., Edindurgh. Aug. 11, at 12; Dowell’s Rooms, 
George-st., Edinburgh. Seg. Aug. 4. 


Aug. 14, at 12; Globe © 








